STATE DEPARTMENT—FILE SURVEY 


HEARINGS 
BEFORE THE 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
OF THB 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 
UNITED STATES SENATE 
EIGHTY-THIRD CONGRESS 
FIRST SESSION 
PURSUANT TO 
S. Res. 40 


\ RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERN 
MENT OPERATIONS TO EMPLOY TEMPORARY ADDI 
TIONAL PERSONNEL AND INCREASING THE 

LIMIT OF EXPENDITURES 


PART 2 


FEBRUARY 16 


ra 
O 2 & 
< 
a &% 
fx, ca 
Oo — 
> 5 2 
7 < 


vd 


UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFI 


WASHINGTON 1953 











* 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 
JOSEPH R. McCARTHY, Wisce i Chairma 
KARL E. MUNDT, South D OHN L. MCCLELLAN, A 
MARGARET CHASE SMITH, M CLYDE R. HOEY, N Ca 
HENRY ¢ DWORSHAK, Id ) HUBERT H. HUMVPIIREY, M 
EVERETT McKINLEY DIRKSEN, I HENRY M. JACKSON, W i 
JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER. M d JOHN F. RENNEDY, M ct tt 
CHARLES E. POTTER, M i STUART SYMINGTON, M 
\ I. Re ( ( 
¥ \ rS ( | ( I EST] | 
JOSEPH R. McCARTHY, W ! Chairman 
KARL I MUNDT, § { I) t TOHN I McCLELLAN, Arkans 
EVERETT MCKINLEY DIRKSEN, I HENRY M. JACKSON, W 
CHARLES E, POTTER, Micl I STUART SYMINGTON, Missou 
| MI ¢ N. ¢ ( 8 
sD. 1 G S Dire ’ i 
g 
‘ 
» 
a 
* 
> 
a 


% 
* 











CONTENTS 


Page 


Appendix 143 


Index 
Testimony of 
% Boykin, Samuel D., Acting Directs 


r, Bureau of Security and 
Affairs Depart! ent of State 


94, 115 


Ford, John W., Director, Office of Security, De] nent of State 124 

i Matson, John E., special agent, Division of Security and Investiga 

; 

ai tions, Department of State 82 

Meade, Everard K., Jr., specia sista t he | uty Under Secre 
tary of State, Department of State 105 

SUPPLEMENTAL DATA 

1. Statement of John W. Ford, Director, Office of § I Department 
of State 143 

2. Statement of John E. Matson, special agent, Division of Security and 
Investigations, Department of State, February 25, 1953 147 

3. Special report to the Under Secretary of State by Joseph D. Cooper 
consultant, March 9, 1! 174 

Iil 


~ 
. 


at 


e 
. 


aK 











STATE DEPARTMENT—FILE SURVEY 


MONDAY, FEBRUARY 16, 1953 


Unirep Srates SENATE, 
SENATE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to Senate Resolution 40, agreed to 
January 30, 1953, in room 318 of the Senate Office Building, Senator 
Joseph R. Met oe chait man, presiding. 

Present : Sen: itor Jos ep! l R. McCarth y; Re ‘pul blicat 1. Wisconsin: Sen- 
ator Everett M. Dirksen, Republican, Tllinois; Senntue John L. Me- 
Clellan, Democrat, Arkansas; Senator Henry M. Jackson, Democrat, 
Washington; Senator Stuart Symington, Democrat, Missouri. 

Present also: Roy Cohn, chief counsel; Donald Surine, assistant 
counsel; Ruth Young Watt, chief clerk; Ben Brown, assistant to the 
Under Secretary of State for administration. 

The CuarrmMan. The hearing will come to order 

The first witness is Mr. John Matson. 

Will you step forward, Mr. Matson? Just sit down, please. 

You have been previously sworn, and you are apie that your 
oath is still in existence. You are sti il] under oath. 

For the record, since Mr. Matson testified the other day, we have 
learned that he has been demoted, not demoted in salary but demoted 
insofar as his job is concerned. We had instructed Mr. Matson and 
other witnesses to inform us if anything like that happened after 
they testified; that this committee will not countenance any reprisal 
against its witnesses or any intimidation of prospective witnesses, 

I understand Mr. Matson contacted Senator Mundt. I was not in 


town that time. Senator Mundt called the Department and reminded 


them of the fact that we were not going to allow our witnesses to be 
intimidated. 

We have contacted Mr. Ford this morning. He tells us he is the 
man who is responsible for the demotion. I have also called Mr. 
Lourie’s office and told him we would like to have him send a repre- 
sentative over here. We want to cooperate with the new administra- 
tion, and I am sure the new Secretary of State and Mr. Lourie will not 
countenance the intimidation of witnesses in the State Department 
any more than we will. I am sure the new administration wants the 
facts and the truth to be brought out. There has been no claim that 
Mr. Matson did not tell the truth. His only crime apparently was 
that he came down in response to a subpena and testified truthfully, for 
which I compliment him. 

I wish we had a lot more men like you in Government, Mr. Matson. 


81 








82 STATE DEPARTMENT FILE SURVEY 


Now, will you tell us what has happened since you testified here 
the last time? 


FURTHER TESTIMONY OF JOHN E. MATSON 


Mr. Matson. Sir, I testified on Thursday, February 5, and the 
I riday following that. The next day I was called by Mr. Ford at 
home and asked to come down to his of ice on Saturday, which ] 


The Crairman. Will you identify Mr. Ford for the record ? 

Mr. Marson. Mr. Ford is the now Director of the Office of Security 
in the Department of Sta e. 

HAIRMAN. Is Mr. Ford in the room? Will you step forward, 
Mr. Ford, so that you are able to hear all of this? 

Yo imay t here behind the witne , if you eare to. 

Is Mr. Boykin in the room ¢ 

Mr. Forp. I do not believe he is, sir. 

| he CHAIRMAN, Has Mr. Boy kin bee hh ordered to be present ¢ 

Proceed Mr. Matson. 

Mr. Marson. On Saturday, at approximately a quarter of 1, [hada 
discussion with Mr. Ford, which lasted some 214 hours, which followed 
the testimony | had given the preceding Thursday. 

Mr. Ford had notes the Tre, and he wished to go over each point of 
testimony which I had given. At the same time, he wanted to know 
why I testified, and all the other details concerning my testimony, 
both those conversations with ne counselors pre vious ly and an ythi ling 
else which was surrounded by testimony, facts leading to it, other 
facts I had not testified to. 

The Cuatrman. Was that after your testimony in executive session, 
or i! p iblie sessions ? ; 

Mr. Matson, That was after both, sir. 

The Cuarmman. And he wanted to know what went on in executive 
session and what went on in public session ? 

Mr. Matson. I can’t recall whether he asked that particular day 
about the executive sessions. The following time he did. but this time 
he was mostly concerned with the actual testimony, and he was going 
over each point, and asking me to give what explanation IT had which 
I based my information on. 

The Cyarrman. Did he make any claim that you did not tell the 
truth ? 

Mr. Matson. On several points he appeared to be very skeptical as 
to the basis of my information. 

The Cuatrman. O. K. Go ahead. 

Mr. Matson. And the summary was the business of trying to deter- 
mine what information I testified to, exactly what was the basis of the 
information, and approximately what I might testify to in the future. 

The following Mond: Ly, I believe the 9th, I was ec ‘alled back again 
to his office and spent from noon until approximately 3: 30 there in an 
extended discussion on the same matter. 

During this conversation about this matter, he also went over the 
points of testimony again and attempted to find out exactly what went 
on in the executive discussion or hearing, I mean, and also attempted 
to find out what I might testify to in the future were I called again. 
And he spent some time trying to find out all information that I had 
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iii my mind or at my command which I might be able to produce at 
any hearing in the future. 

The Cuarrman. Now, your efficiency rating, I understand, has just 
come out ? 

Mr. Matson. Yes, sit 

The Cnarrman. And what is your latest efficiency rating? 

Mr. Matson. Well, there was no adjective rating, but the deserip- 
tion, I think, would fit the rating of “excellent.’ 

The CHarrman. Excellent. This change of yours, this demotion, 
removes you from any dealing with the files; is that correct? 

Mr. Marson. That is correct, sir. 

The CHatrmMan. Will vou tell us just exactly what job you were 
moved to, what change there has been in your status since you testified ? 

Mr. Marson. Well, at the time I was called [ was working on a 
P roject called reinvestigations. That proje ct require “| full access to 
the files daily, or as often as necessary, to determine the suitability = 
those people under investigation, w ho had never been investig: ated, ¢ 
who were being reinvestigated. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Matson, may I suggest that you 
middle of those five mikes ? 

Mr. Marson. At the time I had this assignment previously, I re- 
signed from the Fore ign Service, based on Mr. Ford’s offer of t his 
assignment, and after some delay, he guaranteed me that 1 would stay 
on this. 

The Cuatrman. The question was: What kind of work were you 
doing prior to the testimony, and what have you been shifted to now? 
J am not concerned about any promises, at this time. 

Mr. Matson. All right. I was on reinvestigations. 

The Cramman. Did that involve pounding the beat or ringing 
doorbells ? 

Mr. Matson. At that time it did not; no, sir. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, you were reinvestigating cases, 
deciding which ones required another investigation ¢ 

Mr. Matson. Well, no, sir. It was decided that they did need rein- 
vestigation, and I had gone to accumulate the information necessary 
to complete the cases. 

The CHamman. What job have you been moved to since you 
testified ? 

Mr. Matson. Immediately after my second conversation with Mr. 
Ford, I was moved to going out and working on applicant. cases. 

The CuatrMan. In other words, you were transferred to pounding 
the beat and ringing doorbells? 

Mr. Matson. That is correct. 

The CuHarrman. And is that considered a less desirable job than the 
one you had? 

Mr. Marson. Yes, sir: I definitely would say so 

The CuarrMan. Now, you were in the Foreign Service at one time; 
right ? 

Mr. Matson. Yes, sit 

The CHamman. And you resigned from the Foreign Service and 

same to the Department in which you are now employe dd ? 

Mr. MATSON. That is correct. 

The CuarrmMan. Will you give us the circumstances under which 
you resigned from the Foreign Service? 





vet in the 
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Mr. Marson. I returned from the Foreign Service and went on 
duty in the Department, but in the Foreign Service Section, in January 
of 1952. Several months thereafter, I was informed that the Security 
Branch of the Foreign Section only had a certain number of allotted 
positions, and they did not have the funds for all of them; conse- 
quently they were embarrassed at having me on their hands and no 
position for me. Nor was there a position open at that time for 

ment in the Foreien Service. I wa offered by Mr. Ford, at that 
time, this job of reinvestigations, after he had offered me a job with 
1e W ishineton field ( fh ‘e, and there had been some mention ol send- 

o me to the New York field office, which I had 1 ‘ejected, because I 


was not at that time a Department employee 

The Cuatmman. Do I understand that you resigned from the For 
elgn Service on the promise t you would be given this job of rein- 
vestigations: is that correct / 


Mr. Marson. That is correct. 
Th CrarRMAN. And is that wl 
a ce to take this job ? 
. Marson. I did resign to take this job because he gave me the 


vy you resigned from the Foreign 


guaranty that I would not have any other job other than that one. 

The Cuarman. Would you have resigned from your job on the 
Foreion Service to take this so-called beat-pounding job you have 
today ¢ 

Mr. Matson. No sir; I had; eady re jec ted two such jobs. 

The Cnarrman. Now, will you te Il us about the rest of the conversa- 
tion you had with Mr. Ford, why he told you he was changing you to 
this other job, the reason for it 4 

Mr. Marson. I have not spoken to Mr. Ford since I rejected the new 
assignment, but he passed the information on to my immediate su- 
perior, who had been supervising my work previously on the reinvesti- 
gations 

The Cuamman. When you were talking to Mr. Ford, did he tell you 
he was going to shift you toa ditterent job ¢ 

Mr. statee No, sit ir: he did not. 

The Cuarrm AN, Did he indicate that he was unhappy about your 
hav ho test fied | fore this committee ¢ What t was the picture? 

Mr. Marson. Yes, sir; he indicated that he was quite unhappy, and 
he spent some time going over the whys and wherefores of my testi- 
mony, why had I testified, and so forth, and so on. 

The Ciaran. Did you explain that you were under subpena and 
you had to tell the truth ? 

Mr. Marson. That is correct. 

The Cuatro an. Is there a ny doubt in your mind whatsoever that 
you were shifted to this less des irable job because of the fact that you 
testified ? 

Mr. Marson. No, sir; there is no doubt in my mind. 

The CyHarrmMan. In other words, you were convinced of the fact 
that you were shifted to this doorbell ringing job because you came 
and testified before a Senate committee? 

Mr. Matson. Yes, sir. 

The Carman. And there was no intimation prior to your having 
been shifted that you would be so shifted ? 

Mr. Matson. No, sir. 
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The Cuairnman. Now, am I correct in this, that the Foreign Service 
job would be considered a more permanent job than the one you now 
have? 

Mr. Matson. Yes, sir; that is a permanent job. 

The CHAIRMAN. So that when you resioned irom lForeion Service 
to take this other }' yb, you took a less permanent job, and you took it 
on the promise that you wou ld |] nave this job ol r investigations ¢ 

Mr. Marson. That is correc Ge 

The Ciarmman. And your ae has been excellent. There was 
no indication that you would be shifted to a less desirable job until 
you testified. After you testified, Mr. Ford called you in and on two 
different occasions indicated that he was displeased because you testi- 
tied, and immediately thereafter you were transferred to this doorbell 
ringing j job. Is that correct £ 

Mr. Marson. Yes, s 

The CuarrMan. Fo questions? Se r McClellan ? 

Senator McCLettan. When wid you resign from the Foreign Serv- 
ice ¢ How long ago has that been 7 

Mr. Marson. I resigned on July 22, 1952, sir. However, it was 
predated to June 8, 1952, for administrative purposes. 

Senator McC.Lettan. Then you have been on this job of reinvestiga- 
tions for some 6 to 8 months? 

Mr. Matson. A little more than that, sir. Approx! mately a month 
before | actually resioned., L was assi oned to that wo1 ‘. to see if Iw as 
satisfactory. 

Senator McCieiu AN. an 9 months, then? 

Mr. Matson. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCLe.ian. “Th is that work been completed, or is it a con- 
tinuous proceeding ? 

Mr. Matson. It is a continuous proceeding, sir, because it has not 
been finished. There were some 1,500 cases or thereabouts, as I under- 
stood it, when we started, and for some time I was the only one work- 
ing on those cases. There are now approximately 5 people working 
on the same project, and each man turns in approximately 25 or 30 
cases a month. At first it appeared to be a 3- or 4 year project. 

Senator McCie..an. In other words, the project that you were 
issigned to, and that was held out to you as an inducement to resign 
from your position in the Foreign Service is now, you would say, less 
than one-fourth completed ? 

Mr. Marson. I would say it was less than half completed, at least, 
is an estimate. 

Senator Mc ‘; LELLAN. Less than half con] rf ted ? 

Mr. Matson. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCLEeELLAN. So there was no reason for removing you from 
that job because of your inefticiency ? 

Mr. Marson. No, sir. 

Senator McCLe.t.an. So far as your efliciency report indicates ? 

Mr. Matson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator McC LeLban. What about your prey ious effi lency reports? 
How were your ratings? 

Mr. Marson. You mean in the Department of State job? 

Senator McCLetitan. Yes; since you have been in the Department 
of State. 
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Mr. Matson. Yes; they wanted me out, because I refused to go along 


\ the policies which they felt should be followed. 

Senator McCLetuan. So vou did have some controversy or difficul 
ties in the Foreign Servic¢ That wa yme reason, or part of the 
Nel ( take this posi on é 

Mr. Marson. Yes, sir: that is true. 

Senator McCietian. That a part of the consideration and part 
of the moving cause of your resignation. It was because of some diffi 
culties you had in the Foreign Service. Is that correct ? 


Mr. Marson. That is correct, sir. 
Senator McCiettan. Well, without going into detail about tho 
wel Vy vet aown ft the t me \ here vou are performing your dutie 1? 
connection with the reinvestigations work to which you were specifi- 
cally assigned, and you say which was held out to you as some induce 
1 from the Foreign Servi e, You have been in 
that field, now, in that position, for some 9 months, up until the time 
you testified in this hearing. Had there been any complaint or criti- 
cism of your work in this particular position ? 


Mr. Marson. Not to my knowledge, sir. 


yr? 


ment to get vou to resi 
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Senator McCrienian. Did that « IT. NO suent to vour testi 
mony e before this committee 

Mr. Marson. Yes, sir 

Senator McCLELLAN. Gi to detail about that. Let us lerstand 
just what it was. 

Mr. Marson. Well, sir, during the second conversation I had with 


Mr. Ford, whi on Monday, the 9th, we had a very extended con- 
versation. 

Senator McCLetitan. On Monday, the 9th? 

Mr. Marson. Monday. the 9th. (nd after si » CIS issions of, } ros 
and cons, of security, good-and-bad security 1 Janda ] f people 
were mentioned, he suggested that I take t cd dow) w in the 
office al | go dow I ite full ( expel n the 
Foreion Sery ) ty offic d to put 1 h ron all these 
situations upon Ww h he was acquainted, and many of which he was 
not. which affected security, naming people and naming cirew es, 


which indicated that the progr had o1 | bee? botaged, 
mostly because it had bi 

Senator McCietxan. That was suggested to you, that he would lke 
to have vou do that? 

Mr. Matson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator McCLe.LLan. Did hes ogest anything t the position to 


Nn vou were lat r assis 


wh assig 


~ i 
Mr. Matson. No, sir, he did not. 


Senator McCLeLtan. Did he intimate to you that he was going to 
tral sfer you or have VO tral sferred or removed from your present 


osition because of testimony you had given? 


Mr. Marson. No, sir. 


Senator McCrieit.tan. There nothing in vour interviews with him 
f aac 1: . ; = 2 | 4 
or 1n your conversation with ma i ne 1! rou said to im that 


gave you any warning whatever of this transfer that you received ? 

Mr. Marson. No, sir. 

Senator McCieittan. There was no di ssion of your work, as to 
it being unsatisfa tory, al d that it was necess Lr'y to make a change? 

Mr. Matson. No, sir. 

Senator McCrettan. How did you first receive notice that you had 
been transferred ? 

Mr. Matson. About an hour and a half after I left his office, sir, I 
returned to my office, and was called by my immediate supervisor, a 
man by the name of Daniel Clare, who informed me that Mr. Ford 
had called and instructed him to assign me to the new job. 
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The CHarmman. An hour and a half? 

Mr. Mason. Approximately an hour and a half. 

Senator McCietian. After you left this interview with Mr. Ford? 

Mr. Marson. That is right, sir. 

Senator McCietitan. What was the supervisor’s name? 

Mr. Matson. His name was Daniel H. Clare, Jr. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Ben Brown? You are from Mr. Lourie’s 
oflice ? Is that right ? 

You can sit up here if you care to, Mr. Brown, so that you can hear 
all of this testimony. 

Senator McCietian. What reason did Mr. Clare give you for this 
sudden and immediate transfer ? 

Mr. Matson. Mr. Clare stated that he felt that this was above him. 
He didn’t know anything about it. All he knew was that he was to 
transmit the orders to me. 

Senator McCietian. He was not able to give you any information 
as to why ? 

Mr. Matson. No, sir 

Senator McCrieitan. Other than that it came from his superior ? 

Mr. Matson. That is right, sir. 

Senator McCietian. Whom did you understand his superior to be? 

Mr. Marson. He informed me that Mr. Ford himself, at 3:30, which 
was 15 minutes after I left his office, had called and given him that 
order. 

Senator McCLeLLan. That came 15 minutes after vou had left Mr. 
Ford? 

Mr. Matson. That is as I understand, sir. 
Senator McCietian. And Mr. Ford gave you no intimation or even 
gestion that he had that in mind or was contemplating taking such 


t } 
| ) 


Mr. Matson. None whatsoever, sir. 

Senator McCietitan. What are your duties now, under this new 
issignment? Just what are they? 

Mr. Matson, Sir, it involves merely making background investiga- 
tions on applicants for positions in the State Department. 

Senator McCrietxian. In other words, it is the field work, where you 
ro out and interview references that have been given and explore other 
nformation that may be available that should be taken into consider- 
ation. The purpose of it is to have it taken into consideration in 

dering the applicants, as to whether they are desirable, and so 
Mr. Matson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator McCieLian. So that is field work and you regard that 
ignment as one less desirable than the assignment of the position 
you had asa reinvestigator ? 

Mr. Marson. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCietian. That is, reviewing files? 

Mr. Matson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator McCretian. Now, I understood you to say you had turned 
down this position twice before. Is that correct? The one you 
now have? 

Mr. Matson. One of a similar type in the same office, and also in the 
New York office; yes, sir. 
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Senator McCietitan. How long ago since you tut | those down ? 
Wer » tl ey offered to you while vou were ll the Fore on Service ; 

Mr. MATSON. Yes, sir. ; 

Senator McCietian. Or subsequently ? 

Mr. Matson. While I was in the Foreign Service. 

Senator McC.ien AN. a hat | . bef re you resig ed fr m the Fort ion 
Service, a similar position was offered to you ? 

Mr. Matson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator McCienttan. Let me ask you one other thing. Are y 
vinced that you were transferred without any warning an 

] 


marily, we may say, simply because of the testimony you gave at thi 


u coh 
I | Sum 
hearing? Can you assign any other reason for it, or do you have any 
other knowledge or information that would lead you to believe there 
is possibly another reason for this sudden transfer ? 

Mr. Marson. Well, sir, I don’t know of any other reason. 

There may be one. I don’t tay there is not. 
Senator McC.Letnan. Has any other reason ever been given to you 


{ 


or st coested to vou? 
Mr. Matson. Well, sir, it follows that in spite of the fact that I 
came to the conclusion that I had been changed because of te stify- 


ineo—I am a good security officer, and I realize that no one they don’t 
trust as far as their program of administrative operation goes, na 
urallv, should have access to files of any kind. That follows as to a 


rood security office. B t there are other mitigating circumstances 
long with that. 

Senator McCiettan. Are you trying to say that the very fact that 
you did testify, then, and were imn lately ( I 
duties implies that they had a lack of trust on their part and a lack 
of confidence in you to do 

Mr. Matson. Not to do the work, sir, no. I feel that possibly 
they felt that it would not be to their interest to have me in a posi 
tion to have access—— 

Senator McCietiran. When you say “not to their interest,” you 
mean that you would not go along with keeping secret or withholding 
information that should be disclosed that would reflect the true con 
ditions that need correction? Is that what you mean? 

Mr. Marson. I don’t quite understand that, sir. 

Senator McCietian. In other words, when you say that you would 
not go along, you mean that you would not gO alo g to keep from 
exposing and disclosing conditions that existed down there that you 
thought needed to be corrected Is that what ; : 

Mr. Marson. I think they felt possil ly that I might disclose the 
truth of something I might | 

Senator McCietian. That is what Iam trying to determine. That 
is your feeling about it now—that they felt you did not belong in that 
position because you might disclose facts that they did not want 


‘ 


this re investigating work ye u were doing ? 


Vt mean 


disclosed 2 

Mr. Matson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Jackson. I have one questi n. Mr. Chairman. 

I did not quite understand your answer to Senator McClellan’s ques 
tion with reference to your leaving the Foreign Service. Did I under- 
stand you correctly that you were dismissed from the Foreign Service, 


or asked to resign ? 
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STATE DEPARTMENT—FILI URVE) Q] 

Senator J} ac KSON, Is Mr. Hern o still the D partment of State? 

Mr. Matson. He is in the l’oreion mervice, one OF the northern 
Canadian posts, I believe. 

Senator JACKSON. He is in the Fore ion Service now ¢ 

Mr. Matson. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrMan. Senator Jackson, I thu it’ is correct. I 
think that Mr. Herring is no longei nthe Foreign Sery e or the State 
Department. 

Mr. Ford, may I ask you! 

Mr. Forp. Yes. He is in Canada, sir; I believe in Ottawa. 

Mr. Boyxrn. He is in Toronto, Senator. as consul general. 

The CHarrman. Has there been a security case pending against 
him ? 

Mr. Forp. No security case, sir; no. I will say this—— 

The CHairman. I am trying to think of the right word. Has there 
been a case pending against him / 

Mr. Forp. A case pendin 

The CHAarrMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Forp. Other than information that Mr. Matson has given me, 
I know of no case. 

‘| he ¢ HAIRMAN, Were | tters or charges filed ina served upon him ? 

Mr. Forp. You mean against Mr. Herring! Not to my knowledge. 

The Cuatrnman. Will vou get on the phone right now and find out 4 

Mr. Forp. Surely. If letters or files were ever filed against him ? 

The ¢ HAIRMAN. Ye =. | want the complete story. | want to know 


vhether he has peehn the s ibject of invest watlon, wl Vy, and how mat- 


ragamst him 


ters progressed, 

Will you do that ? 

Senator Jackson. You had a discussion with the Department peo 
ple, and it was suggested that vou transfe1 from the Foreign Service 
because of these incidents ? 

Mr. Marson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Jackson. To the Department of State, in the Security 
Division ? 

Mr. Marson. Yes, sir. That was a hang-over from some 314 years 
previously. The same man who demanded tha had been uctively 

Senator JA KSON, And that had caused Ve difficulty all the time 
you were in the field ¢ 


Mr. Marson. That is correct, sir. 


pursuing that point for 51% years. 


Senator JACKSON. What about promotiol aduring this time / 

Mr. MATSON. I had none, eXcept 1} cla S promovlons that every 
one gets. 

Senator Jackson. An in-grade promotion, which takes place every 
18 months or 24 month 

Mr. Marson. In the Foreign Service, each year, sir. 

senator J \CKSON, Ka h vear, 

Mr. Marson. Yes 

Senator JACKSON. But you never had any reg ilar pron otio Y 

Mr. Marson. None in the 6 years, sir. 

Senator AC KSON, In all the time \ | have been with he Depart- 


ment of State / 


Mr. MATSON. That Is correct. 
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Senator Jackson. Or working for the Foreign Service 1n the 
Department of State? 


Mr. M | nN. That correct, - 


Senator Jackson. What did vou start out as? 

Mr. Marson. I started out Vs an FSS-8, which was $4,500 That 
is Foreign Service staff. 

Senator Jackson. Foreign Service staff, class 8 ¢ 


Mr. Marson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. And what 1s your present classification / 

Mr. Marson. Well, when I changed to this job, I took a GS jo 
which was comparable in salary with what I received when I left 
as an F'SS-8 after ol4 years. It is the same rating, even thoug!] 
thre uaryv is oreater. 

Senator JACKSON. They use a different designating symbol ? 

Mr. Matson. Yes, sir. 

Senator JAcKson. That is all. 

Senator McCLettan. May I ask you one other question ? 

A I understand, you had two conferences with Mr. I< rd prio1 
to the time you were transferred, and subsequent to the time you 
testified ¢ 

Mr. Matson. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCrietuan. The first interview lasted for about 2 hours? 

Mr. Matson. Two and a half hours, sir. 

Senator McCieLtian. And the second for how long? 

Mr. Matson. About 3 hours and 15 minutes. 

Senator McCLe.LuaNn. During which time, in both conferences, vou 
were going over the 
mittee ¢ 

Mr. Marson. The first conference was spent mostly on that, sir. 

Senator McCurtian. How about the second ? 

Mr. Marson. The second conference? That was part of it. The 
testimony given at the executive hearing, the testimony that Mrs 
Balog may have given. and whether she testified before me or after me. 
whether she possibly named me as a witness. 

Senator McCreiyian. I do not care about all the details. But your 
testimony was discussed at both interviews ? 

Mr. Matson. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCrientian. I want to ask you if Mr. Ford, at any time 
in the course of the discussion of your testimony that you had given 
before this committee, either charged or made any complaint that 
your testimony In any particular was untrue or inaccurate ? 

Mr. Marson. He did not say it was untrue, sir. He asked me, in 
the first conference, as to where I got this information from. He 
had made an investigation, he said, into all the testimony, the facts, 
that is, that my testimony was based on, to determine the truth of 
them. He said he had to make a report to Mr. Humelsine, who was 
to report the following week to the Foreign Relations Committee, 
and that for that reason he wished to determine the accuracy of what 
I had stated and to find out where I found the information. 

Senator McCietian. Well, what I am trying to determine: Has 
Mr. Ford, or have any of your superiors, since you testified here, 
charged that your testimony in any particular was untrue or inac 
curate ¢ 


estimony that you had given before the com 
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Mr. Matson. No, sit 


Senator McCuettan. Have they made that charge to you, or com 
plaint ‘ ; 

Mr. Matson. The first hearing, as I stated, he appeared to be skey 
tical at my explanation a where the information came from. He 
said he coul 1 not locate copies of certain letters and could not get 


certain personnel to admit certain circumstances to which I had 
reference. 

In the second conference, he did not make any statement affe ng 
the accuracy or the truth of what | had stated. 

Senator McCietian. What I am trying to determine is whether 
they took the position: Well, you came down here and misrepresented 
the true situation, and therefore the \ felt you ought to be demoted ? 

Mr. Matson. No, sir 

Senator McCiettan. Was there any 1 ntimation in the conversatior 
to indicate to you that that is the way Mr. Ford felt about it ? 

Mr. Marson. He gave me a definite indication, sir, that he was 
not at-all pleased that I had come. He was very much hurt. He felt 
that when I had not let him know when I had originally been sub- 
penaed—— 

Senator McCie.t.an. Here is the point Iam trying to m 

If you came down here and actually misrepresented wena tions o1 
was wholly inaccurate in your statements or telling untruths, I think 
it warranted demotion, or some kind of disciplinary action. If, how 
ever, you told the truth, I think the dise iph nary action should 
taken against those who are responsible for your transfer. 

I am trying to get at the truth abot it. 

Mr. Matson. Yes, sir. I am giving you the truth as best I can. 

The CHatrman. May I say, Mr. Chairman—lI always say “Mr 
Chairman”; I am so used to doing that, a 2-vear habit—may I say 
to Senator McClellan that if his superiors disagree with his testi 
mony, if they claim that they have information that will prove the 
situation is different from what he presented, their job is to notify 
us of the picture and tell us they want to testify. Their task is not to 
evaluate his testimony and de ide he should be de moted because they 
disagree with him. And] may say they will not, if this committee has 
anything to say about it, and IT think we have. 

Senator McCietian. All I was trying to do, Mr. Chairman, was 
determine what the picture was in the course of these interviews with 
him, and whether he was ch: irged with misre ‘prese nting the facts or 
being inaccurate, and therefore they felt that some disciplinary action 
should have been taken. I am not saying they were justified in it. I 
am trying to determine how they felt about it, and whic bee ity ques- 
tion was raised here as to the accuracy of his testimony. And if he 
just arbitrarily and summarily was de moted because he did come and 
tell the truth, I think the disciplinary action should be taken against 
his superiors and not against him. That was the point I was trying 
to make. 

The Cnamman,. Senator Symington or Senator Jackson / 

Senator Symineton. I have no questions. 

The CHarrmMan. Just one other question. Who rates your work in 
your present job? 


29218—53—pt 
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Mr. M L\TSON, Mr. Dat ie| LI Clare, who isthe chief of the Wa hiv oF 
ton field oflice. 

The Carman. Mr. Daniel Clare. 

Mr. Matson. Yes, sir: C-l-a-r- 


! 
The CuatrMan. That is all, M1 


Matson. 


Mr. Boykin’ In this matter now in hearing before the committee, 
do you solemnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing 
| {i the trutl 0 elp \ mu rod ¢ 


Mr. Borxin. Yes, sir. 
Che Cuairman. Mr. Boykin, what is your job in the State Depart- 
ment § 


TESTIMONY OF SAMUEL D. BOYKIN, ACTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU 
OF SECURITY AND CONSULAR AFFAIRS, STATE DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Boykin. Senator. I am the Acting Director of the Bureau of 
Security and Consular Attairs. I have five officers under me, Senator, 
~*~ Ln Pp t Office—the Bureau has beet mantle 
the \ i Otlice, the issport Office the Bureau has been recently ré 
organized the (¢ \flice of Protect Ve services, and the Office ot Muni 


Lie Control, ontrol of munitiol exports a well as the Office of 


Phe Cruarmman. Are you Mr. Ford’s superior officer 4 
Mr. Boykin. Yes, sir 
The Cnamman. Did Senator Mundt call you, Friday or Saturday 
of last week ? 
Boykin. No, sir. 
he CHAIRMAN. Senator Mundt did not? 
. Boykin. No, sir. He called Mr. Carlisle Humelsine, I believe, 
wna Mr. H Lrnie Isine called me, 
Phe Cuatrman. Then did you call Senator Mundt ? 
Mr. Boyxin. I went to see Senator Mundt. 
Phe CHarrman, And Senator Mundt called this situation to your 
ittention, did he, in r¢ gard to the demotion of Matson ? 
Mr. Boykin. May I explain it, Senator ? 
he CrHamman. Yes, please. 
Mr. Boykin. Mr. Humelsine called me and told me that he had 
received a call from Senator Mundt. 
The CuHairman. Incidentally, Mr. Humelsine is with us no longer, 
¥ 
Mr. BOYKIN. He IS ho longer in his position ; consultant, | believe. 
He said that Senator Mundt had indicated to him that action had 
been taken with respect to Matson which would lead Senator Mundt 
and 1 ibly the committee to believe that the investigations of the 
committee were being interfered with and that Mr. Matson had been 


qemored, 


' 
\ 
at. 


rT 


Mr. Humelsine asked me to look into the matter and to see Senator 
Mundt. Mr. Humelsine called Senator Mundt and made an appoint- 

nt for me to see him, which I did, at 3:30, I believe, last Tuesday. 

sh ill I oo ahead ? 

Phe Cruamman. Yes, please. 

Mr. Boykin. At that meeting, I explained—— 

Phe CHarman. You said Tuesday. I wonder if your date is 


not--— 
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1] ole 4 < 
could check that. 


At that meeting, I ex 


Mr. Boyxin. Well, it was the 10th. I think it was Tuesday. I 
} 


»X] ained to Senator Mundt that I had checked 
into the matter of the assignment of Mr. Matson; that Mr. Matson, 
In my op nion, had not been demoted o1 promote l, Mr. Matson was 
getting the same amount of money that he got whel he was doing the 


. 1 1 ; P . 
reinvestigation Work. He was like any other agent of the Depart- 


ment as far as I knew. We didn’t have any specialists as far as 
agents are concerned, except possibly in connection with the investi- 
gation of homosexuality. An agent one aay may be investigating an 
applicant for a position. He may have that assignment. He may 
be making an liuvestigation of a passport fraud case, or a munitions 
matter. ‘The fact that Mr. Matson had been as loned to the job he 
was doing, investigating applicants, did not retlect in any way on the 
fact that he was being demoted 

The CuHarmman,. Let me interrupt you now. In other words, you 
told Senator Mundt that you thought that jus job out ringing door 
bells and investigating applicants was just as desirable a job as the 
iob he had chee king the files and reinve stigating ¢ ou told Senator 
Mundt that you thought there was no demotion in any way! 

Mr. Boyxin. I told him that I thought there was no demotion. I] 


didn’t make any statement as to whethe Il thought it was desirable 


The Cuarrman. Well, tell us now. Do you think the job to which 
he was transferred is just as ae sirable \ job as tne one that he had 
before he testified / 

Mr. Boyxrn. I do. 

The Cuatrman. You do? 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, sir. 

The CHatrmMan. All right. Proceed. 

Mr. Bork. I eXpl uned to Senator Mundt. He wanted to know 
why he was so as ned. I said, “Well, Senat it Was Just simply for 
this reason.” I said morale in the personnel department, in foreign 
Persom | f 
people had been called up—and with all due respect to this committee, 

, 





on. Was honexXistent, as a res oT the hearings, The 


I do want to « xplain this that people had been called up who were 
just actually scared to death. ‘I hey were afraid of the committee. 
They were afraid of Senator McCarthy. They were afraid of the 
staff. ‘J hey couldn't think. ‘| hey couldn't cio I 1elr iob. Vhey were 
worried. They knew thet Mr. Matson had gone up and testified. 
They were ifraid of Mr. Matson. 

Senator McCLeLLan. You mean they were also afraid of their jobs, 
too, do you not 4 
Mr. Roynin. Yes, sir. 
The CHairMaAn. Some of them with good reasor 


Mr. Boykin. Iv dn’t know about that. S 
The CHatrrMan. You would not know uit that. How long have 
vou bee h that De} tment ¢ 


\f 


. Boykin. 
The Cuamman. Who brought you in? 
Mr. |] 
The CHAIRMAN. \y | have you been l Cul V 1 lk evel nce ¢é 
Mr. Boykin. No, sir. I came in originally as an executive officer 
in the Office of De partment il Administration. 


> 


: : 
OYKIN. I came in at the request of Mr. Edward R. Stettiniu 
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The Cuatrman. Now, you told Senator Mundt that the reason you 
were tran ferring Mr. Mat son was be ause t! e morale in his cl part 
ment had deteriorated because he was called to testify ¢ 

Mr. Boykin. No, sir. I didn’t tell Senator Mundt that. 

The CHatrman. You did not? 

Mr. Boykin. I told Senator Mundt that one of the reasons, or the 
reason, Why Matson had been transferred, as 1 understood it, was 
because of the morale in the Division of Foreion Service Personnel: 
that it was nonexistent, and that Matson’s presence there was not 
helping them to do the ir job down there, and was not helping us 
continue our investigation of this matter, which we have had unde 
way for some time. 

The CHatrman. In other words, you say that the other personnel 
were afraid of Mr. Matson. You have made that statement? 

Mr. Boyxin. I said it was my belief they were; yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. What reason would they have to be afraid of Mr. 
Matson ? 

Mr. Boyxry. Well, I don’t know, other than the fact that a lot of 
allegat ions had been mace, one way or the other, pro and con. 

The CuatrmMan. Do you claim that Mr. Matson perjured himself 
when he appeared before this committee, or do you claim he told 
the truth? If he told the truth, no one in the Department should 
be afraid—strike that. Maybe they should be afraid of the truth. 

Do you claim that he perjured himself when he was testifying 
before the committee? 

Mr. Boykin. No, sir; I do not claim that he pe rjured himself, 

The CHamman. So, as far as you know, you have no reason to 
believe Mr. Matson told anything but the tru th? 

Mr. Boykin. That I don’t know, sir. The allegations Mr. Matson 
made are now under investigation. 

The CHamman. What, do you feel that you have a right to transfe1 
anyone else who appears to testify, if ee comes down here and speaks 
the truth, and if that scares his fellow workers ? 

Mr. Boyrxrn. No, sir; I don’t think that would be the way I would 
feel about it. I would feel that if the efficiency of the operation was 
affected by the presence of an individual, it would be desirable to 
remove the individual to improve the efficiency of the operation, and 
to make it possible for the Office of Security, under Mr. Ford, to carry 
out the investigation of that whole files situation there. 

The Cuatrrman. And you claim that the efficiency was not impaired 
until Mr. Matson testified. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Boyxrn. No, sir. I say that the efficiency could have been im- 
paired at the time anybody testified in that operation. 

The CratrMaNn. In other words, if anyone came down to testify, 
and that disrupted the operation, you feel you would have a right to 
transfer them to some other job? 

Mr. Boykin. [f it disrupted the operation, yes, sir; in the interest 
of efficiency and in the interest of Matson, and fe "interest of the 
Department. 

The CuarrmMan. The only disruption you are aware of is caused by 
his coming down here and testifying under oath ? 

Mr. Boykin. That is the only disruption. When I say the word 
“disruption,” Senator, I am talking about the fact that his presence 
there would be a disrupting influence, just as the fact that the people 
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there who had testified were worried not particulai ly al out Mats mor 
their own testimony but the fact that they were in the operation under 
fire by the committee. 

The Cuamman. Now, Mr. Boykin, if you are not aware of a single 
untruth that this man spoke, you have—you have told us that. You 
said you do not know he lied. You do not know he said anything that 
was not the truth. On what theory, then, can you transfer him out to 
a beat, a doorbell- punching beat? You are aware of the fact, Mr. 
Boykin, that if you do that to this man you are putting every other 
employee under you upon notice that if he dares to come down and 
tell the truth, the same thing will happen to him. You are aware of 
the fact that this committee has instructed all of its witnesses and 
publicly stated that if there is any attempted intimidation of a wit- 
ness, this committee would take action and we have the power to do 
that. Do you understand your testimony now to be that the only 
wrongdoing on the part of Mr. Matson was his testimony before this 
committee? If you are aware of any other wrongdoing, tell us now. 

Mr. Boyxrn. I do not say that the fact that he testified be fore this 
committee was wrong. I have never said that, and I don’t think it was 
wrong. 

The Cuatrman. Any further questions? 

Senator McCiettan. Do you know whether this transfer that was 
given to him was under consideration in any way or had ever been 
considered prior to the time that he testified ? 

Mr. Boykin. No, sir. I am not aware of that. 

Senator McCieLian. You are not aware that it was? 

Mr. Boyxtn. No, sir. 

Senator McCte.ian. As far as you know, it was not? 

Mr. Boyxrn. As far as I know, it was not. 

Senator McCieitian. And the only reason for his transfer, so far 

s you know, is the fact that he did give testimony before this com- 
mittee ? 

Mr. Boyxrn. The reason for his transfer was not the fact that he 
gave testimony before the committee, Senator. 

Senator McCLe.tuan, Was it the kind of testimony he gave? 

Mr. Boykrn. It was not the kind of testimony he gave. 

Senator McCLetian. Well, now, what motivated this transfer? 

Mr. Boyxkry. It was the condition that resulted in an operation 
which was under investigation by the Office of Security under Mr 
Ford. 

Senator McCietxian. In other words, because he testified, even 
though he may have told the truth, a condition resulted in that depart- 
ment or in that section that you felt impaired the morale of the other 
employees, and therefore he should be transferred out? Is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Boykin. And I also felt it was in the interest of Mr. Matson. 

Senator McCLe.tian. You also felt it was in his interest ? 

Mr. Boyxrn. Yes, sir. I agree with his decision made to transfer 
him. 

Senator L{cCLetnaAn. Who made the decision to transfer him? Who 
is responsible? Who made the final decision for his transfer, under 
these circumstances? 

M. Borxrn. The original decision was made by the Director of the 
Office, and I support that decision. 
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tor McCLeL.an, Well, let me ask you this, now. It seems that 
I get from your testimony that you thought it was advisable to trans 
r him or give him another assignment, because after he testified here 
fore the committee you felt that the morale of other employees in 


that sect n would be impa IS that corre now ¢ 

Mr. BoyvxIn. Well. I felt that ] agreed with the decision, which was 
to move Mr. Matson, on the grounds that it was in the interest of Mr. 
Matson and in the interest of the people in the operation, the other 
people in the operation, and it was in the interest of the efficiency of 
the Department. 
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Mr BoyKIN. N » SII 
Senator McCriettan. What he difference { 


what would develop in a sin seni Ai auiilantl satin 
here and testified? Where would you draw tl} ne Where ] 
vou difforentiate between what vou have done 
you would do in the other ? 

Mr. Boyxrn. Well. I think the condition that 1 la roanl? 4: 
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and testify when that condit , t 
Senator McCLetuan. Now. then. will you t , it conc ‘ 
down there have deteriorated and what mot ! ipaire ) 

reason of this fact / 
Mr. Boykin. It is my understanding that e people di 
were fright: ed: that thev wi inable to do their wo 
Senator McCieni 
Mr. Boykin. I got that from discussio th 1 i) 
Office of Security. 
Senator McCLe.Lan. Mr. Ford ? 
Mi Boy LIN. Ye 


The CrarrmMan. Let 1 isk juestion. J { e dow) | 


testified that all was well in the Department, 1 t evervt V\ nel 
fect. and then he went back, the morale ot be rupted 
Right ? 

Mr. Boykin. I would not think so. It migh 

The Cuatrrman. But if the wit came cde d 1 \ o 
was fine, everyone was doing a perfect job, and the files are in perfect 
order, you would not expect that to disrupt t 4 

Mr. Boyxrn. I would not expect so: , Sir. 

The CuHarrMan. In other words, you wor expect morale would be 
disrupted, however, if a witness came down a testified as tot noe 


that were wrong in the Department ¢ 

Mr. Boykin. Not necessarily, no. 

The Carman. But you think that is what disrupted the morale 
here, the testimony that things were not running too well in tl ne 
system ¢ 

Mr. Boykin. I don’t think the testimony that things were not ru 


ning too well in the fil ne section did it but I think the people dow! 
there were frightened and had not been used to testifying before. 
The CHarrman. If Mr. Matson had come down and testified that 


as far as he knew everything was excellent in the filing room, tl 
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things were running smoothly. top efliciency. vou do not expect he 


would have been transferred then, do you ¢ 


| 

Mr. Boykin. I don’t know, sir. I think he may have been trans 
t not for the reason for which he was transferred. 

have been transferred if 


erred, bu 

The CratrmMan. Do you think he might 
he came down and testified everything was running well 4 

Mr. Boykin. No, I don’t think that would have anything to do with 
what he said but he may be transferred at any time. 

Phe CHarmMan. Let us get down to this question. You testified that 
the morale in the Department would be disrupted. My question is 
this: [f Mr. Matson had come down and testified that everything was 
n excellent hape, all the people in that Department were eflicient, 
hat they had an excellent filing system; do you think he would still 
have been transferred because he disrupted the morale of the Depart- 
ment ¢é 

Mr. Boykin. I have not accused Mr. Matson, per se, of disrupting 
the morale of the State Department. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Reporter, will you read the question to the 


ines 
The reporter read the quest ion to the witness. ) 


The Carman. If you do not like the way it is worded, instead of 


saying “be ause he disrupted the morale,” say “because the morale was 
lisrupted.” 
Mr. Boykin. If the morale was disrupted and the operation was 


? 


nefficient and they were not able to function ? 


e CHARMAN. You understand my question, I think. If not, we 


i 
y here until vou do. 
Mr. Boyxrn. All rieht. I will do my best to understand it. 


Thank you. The question is this: If Mr. Matson 
this committee and testified that everyone 1n 


a high rate of efficiency, that they 


Phe CHAIRMAN. 

ppeared before 
the Department was working at 
lent hline system, no disruption or breaking of security 


thought evervbody was doing an excellent job, 
‘e would have been any reason to transfer him 


Mr. Boykin, Not unless there was any—as a result of that testi- 
e was anv inefficiency that resulted, it might be neces- 


ary. But I can’t imagine such a thing existing, under such con- 


Che Carman. In other words, if his testimony was favorable 
to the Department, you cannot imagine his being transferred ? 

Mr. Borxrn. No. | didn’t say th it, Senator. 
f,asa result of the testimony of anyone, not Mr. Matson 


I Lid t] at li 
ut anvone—if that resulted in an inefficient operation it doesn’t 


mean that the individual should be penalized, but it would be to the 


age of the operation to transfer him. 


1d int 
Tl several questions, I understand. 


The CrarrmMan. Counsel has 

You. Lay proceed, Mr. ( ‘ohn. 

Mr. Coun. Were you ever connected with the Special Political 
Affairs Committee of the Department ? 


Mr. Boyxrn. I beg your pardon? 
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Mr. Conn. Were you ever connected with the Special Political 
Affairs Committee of the Department ? 

Mr. Boykin. No, sir. 

Mr. Coun. Do you know Alger Hiss? 

Mr. Boyxrn. Yes. 

{r. Conn. When did you first meet Mr. Hiss? 

Mr. Boyx1n. I met him at the time of the San Francisco Conference. 

Mr. Coun. I see. How well did you come to know Mr. Hiss? 

Mr. Boyrxrn. Well, I fot to know him pretty well. I worked on the 
administrative side of the San Francisco conference under the di- 
rection of Mr. Ross. 

Mr. Coun. Is that Jack Ross? 

Mr. Boyxr. Jack Ross. 

Mr. Conn. Yes. Now, for how long a period of time did your 
acquaintance with Mr. Hiss continue / 

Mr. Boy KIN. It continued for about, on an active basis, 6 months, 
when I was transferred to work as special assistant to Mr. Edward 
R. Stettinius 

Mr. Conn. Did you know him socially as well as officially ? 

Mr. Boykin. No, only business. 

Ir. Coun. When did you last see Mr. Hiss prior to his going to jail? 

Senator Symrnetron. Mr. Chairman, I have to leave fairly soon. 
May I ask a couple of questions? 

Mr. Boykin, you are interested in the good name of the State De- 
partment, are you not? 

Mr. Boyxry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Did you balance in your mind what the reac- 
tion might be to shifting the job of a witness because, or in any case, 
after he testified before this committee? 

Mr. Boyxtn. I did not decide to transfer him. I agree with the 
decision. 

Senator Symineton. Well, the final approval was yours. I am 
not trying to mince words with you, but you agreed to the decision ? 

Mr. Borxtn. I agreed to the decision after it had been made and 
put into effect. 

Senator Symrneron. At that time, did you balance what the effect 
might be ? 

Mr. Boykin. I recognized that the committee would possibly feel 
that the man was being intimidated, that he was being harmed, and 
that the committee might very well raise questions about that; yes, sir. 
I explained that to Senator Mundt. 

Senator Symrneron. Did you bring that up yourself voluntarily 
with the committee before it was done ? 

Mr. Boyxin. No, sir; I did not. 

Senator Symineron. You did not get in touch with the committee, 
even though you did weigh the possibility ? 

Mr. Boykin. I weighed that after Senator Mundt had called up 
and said that. 

Senator Syminetron. Now, one other question. You know the record 
with the State Department of Mr. Matson over a period ¢ 

Mr. Borxrn. No, sir; I do not. 

Senator Syminecton. You do not know whether there has been any 
other trouble of this character in the past ! 
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Mr. Boyxrn. Not on first-hand knowledge; no, sir. 

Senator Symineron. So that the decision to transfer him was based 
entirely upon the results of the testimony up here having affected the 
morale of the Department. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Boykin. Not his, exact ly, but from the whole business, the whole 
testimony. 

Senator SymineTon. Thank you. 

Senator Jackson. I have just this question. 

ir. Boykin, if you were going to transfer Mr. Matson for reasons 
of morale within oy Department in which he was working, would 


not have been better to have transferred him to a job that was more in 
Keepl! oe with what sa had been doing ¢ In other words, as I under 
stand it, he was working doing office work within the Department, that 


is, Within the building, and then you transferred him, in effect, out 
on the mon that is, field work, investigating cases. If the objective 
was to get him away from the people where you say there is bad mor: ale, 
would it not have been better to put him in to office work of a comparable 
kind, rather than to put him out in the field 4 

Mr. Boyxry. I can’t answer that, because I don’t know the man’s 
ability. The director of the office is the man that knows his ability and 
knows where he would best fit, Senator. 

Senator Jackson. But, generally speaking, do you not agree? 

Mr. Boyxtn. I would not agree to assigning anyone to anything 

which they were not capable of handling. 
Senator JA KSON, Isn't there a possible comparison between this 
and similar situations in other fields; for example, law enforcement ? 
Having been at one time a prosecuting attorney and having had some 
proble ms with police departments or not problems ; they were always 
very pleasant—I found it to be a fact that when an oflicer gets out of 
line—be he working in the office, the station, answering calls or work- 
ing out of the office—it is not uncommon to send him out in the sticks. 
s0 to speak, 

Mr. Boyxtn. I can see, Senator, that that could be considered as 
such. I can appreciate that. On the other hand, I know that the 
work of agents investigating applicants for employment in the De- 
partment of State is one of the most important jobs an agent can have, 
for by those investigations we determine whether applicants for em- 
ployment come in or stay out, from a security point of view. And I 
regard that as being an extremely important job. 

Senator McCrenian. May Lask another question ? 

The Caarrman. Certainly. 

Senator McCiet.an. Since we are talking about morale, and that 
seems to be the only reason you assign for the action taken in this case, 
had it occurred to you and did you take into account that this prompt 
summary action of transferring Mr. Matson might have also some 
effect upon the morale of others who might be called up here to testify 
before the committee, and that this might, to them, indicate an example, 
that would serve as an example to others who might come up to testify, 
and therefore they would be reluctant to come and tell the committee 
the truth? Had that occurred to you? 

Mr. Boykin. Senator, I would say that would be true. 

Senator McCLe.uan. It is true, is it not? 

Mr. Boykin. May I expound on that a little, sir? 
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Senator McCLettan. Yes; you may spell it out any way you want. 

Mr. Boyxin. I would say that that would be absolutely true if the 
man was penalized, if there had been a reduction in salary, if he was 
given an assignment less important than the assignment which he was 
given. I do not regard, after talking with the cenanies of the office, 
that that was done, and therefore he has not been penalized. 

Senator McC.etian. Let me Just ask you a simple question. 


Which would you cons der the bette! position, the one he had or the 
one he was transferred to, if you were the person involved ? 

Mr. Boykin. I do not | t would make a bit of difference. 

Senator McCLeLLan. 3 ould just as soon be out in the—— 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, sir: ! ‘done that for 13 years. 

Senator McCie..a> re you perior would be glad to know 
that. You have your post vou have now in preference to doing 


that, have you not ¢ 

Mr. Boykin. In prefe 

Senator McCLe.tLan. Yes, you prefer the position you have now to 
the kind of assignment Mr. Matson was given / 

Mr. Boyxin. Well, I think I have been in this business quite a long 
time. 

Senator McCietitan. And therefore you have earned it as a matter 
of promotion and reward? ‘The position you have now ¢ 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, sir. I think so. 

Senator McCiettan. And do you not think he felt the same way / 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, but I don’t thin k he 3 us been demoted. 

Senator McCieitan. You do not think it? 

Mr. Boykin. No, sit 

Senator McCrevian. If they put you out, do you not think you 
would be demoted ? 

Mr. Boyrkrn. I think my salary would be considerably reduced if 
they did. His has not, sir. 

Senator McCiecitan. Well, you are just putting it on a basis of 
salary, only, are you not? 

Mr. Boykin. Well that is a very important basis. 

Senator McCie.ttax. That is one factor, but there are others, are 
there not ? 

Mr. Boykin. I think there are other factors; yes. Everybody has 
preferences for work. But I have had to doa lot of things I don’t like. 

The CnarrmMan. You may step down. 

We will be unable to hear the other witness this morning. We 
have called witnesses from New York to appear this afternoon on the 
Voice of America matter. We plan upon an executive session at 3 
o'clock and an open session at four this afternoon. 

We will want the witness who just stepped down to be here tomor- 
row morning, and we will want Mr. Ford to be here. 

May I say that this appears very clearly to be a case of both re- 
prisal against a witness for testifying and intimidation of other wit- 
nesses. I think there can be no question about that. We have a 
situation here in which Mr. Matson was holding a job which he was 
promised by Mr. Ford if he would resign from the Foreign Service. 
He held that job without inte: ‘ruption until he testified before this 
committee. He received a rating of “excellent” in his work. 
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Mr. Boykin has now ap ypeared before the comm) ittee anu has stated 
that he was transferred becaus e his testimony disrupted the Depart- 
ment and scared Nis fellow worke Ts. 

Mr. Boykin has reluctantly admitted that if his testimony had been 
tavorable to the Departme nt. in other words. if he had lied, that then 
he would not have disrupted the Department, he would not have been 
transferred. his, | think. is the most NT act I have seen 
on the part of any official. I think it indicates that Mr. Boykin is 
completely incompetent to hold his jok. If ‘he thinks that a beat- 
pounding ] Ib i just is good as the type of office job that Mr. Matson 
s the Department ee Ta aa him on that. We 


1} (i Del 
are coing to call this to the attention of Mr. Dulles and Mr. Lourie, 
and I sincerely hope that they will not countenance this very obvious 


( thei witnesses. iaceceniin eaidiakion, dated 
the { it this w sine Shak ffect, and if Mr. Lourie or Mr. Dulles 
ao ne take action on this matter, as I am sure they will, then this 


attempt to intimidate 
» ] 1] 
i} 


committee will explore the possibilities of handling the matter them- 
selves by way tf conte mpt proceedings. 

This committee is going to protect its witnesses as far as it pos- 
sibly can. ‘We are not going to countenance what has been done In 
the State Department here. 

Mr. Brown, you are here as the representative of Mr. Lourie. I 
know that Mr. Lourie has not had access to this testimony. I am sure 
when he receives it, it will shock him as much as it shocks this com- 
mittee. You may feel that you do not want to make a statement, 
which can be, of course, interpreted as the statement of Mr. Lourie, 
until all of the testimony is in, although I think the picture is very, 
very clear at this time. You have your choice of either presenting 
his picture to Mr. Lourie and getting a statement from him and giving 
that to the committee at a later time, or, if you care to, you may make 
a statement at this time. ; is 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a statement at 

me, but not a conclusive statement with respect to this par- 


Mr. Lourie has asked me to assure the committee that punitive 
action \ I] not be taken aga st departme ital person! el who testify 
before this com _ e, and he has also authorized me to sav to the 
committee that ia’ ill look over this testimony that has been developed 


by the committee. 

~The Cuarrman. I was sure that would be the attitude of Mr. Lourie 
and Mr. Dulles, and it will make the work of investigating much 
easier on the part of this committee. And I may say that I think 
that we can be of great help to Mr. Dulles and Mr. Lourie, and we 
hope to work with them closely, and we can assure the De partment 
that no one who wants to tell the truth need fear this committee. It 
is only he who is afraid of being discriminated against or punished 
for testifying or he who evar to perjure himself who need fear 
this committee. 

We are adjourned until 3 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a. m., a recess was taken until 3 o’clock, this 
same day.) 
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FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 20, 1953 


Unirep States SENATE, 
SENATE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
W us/ 2) gt on, D. 


The subcommittee met at 2:30 p. m., pursuant to Senate Resolution 
10, agreed to January 30, 1953, in room 357 of the Senate Office Build 
ing, Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, chairman, presiding. 

Present: Senators Joseph R. McCarthy, Republican, Wisconsin ; 
Karl E. Mundt, Republican, South Dakota ; Eve rett M. Dirksen, Re- 
publican, Illinois; John L. McClellan, Democrat, Arkansas; Henry 
M. Jackson, Democrat, Washington; and Stuart Symington, Demo- 
erat, Missouri. 

Present also: Francis D. Flanagan, general counsel; Roy Cohn, 
chief counsel: Donald Surine, assistant counsel; David Schine, chief 
consultant; and Ruth Young Watt, chief clerk. 

The CuarrmMan. Is Mr. E. K. Meade in the room? 

Will you raise your right hand? In this matter now in hearing 
before the committee, do you solemnly swear to tell the truth, the 
whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so he lp you God? 

Mr. Meape. I do. 

The Cuairman. You are Mr. E. K. Meade? 


TESTIMONY OF EVERARD K. MEADE, JR., SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO 
THE DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE 


Mr. Meapr. Yes. 

The CHairman. And what is your job in the State Department, 
Mr. Meade? 

Mr. Meape. I am Special Assistant to the Deputy Under Secretary. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now , have you seen the copy of the memor: and im 
which we introduced into the record this morning, a memorandum 
dated February 12 and transmitted on February 18 by Mr. Ford? 

Mr. Meape. Yes, I have. 

The CHatrmMaNn. You have seen that. This is merely a mimeo 
graphed copy. It does not bear your signature. However, it does 
bear the indication that you signed it. Did you sign this memo- 
randum ? 

Mr. Meape. I would like to see it, siz 

The CHarrMAN. Yes. Very well [handing]. We only have one 
copy, SO We may have to pass it back and forth. 


Mr. Mrapr. | have a copy, sir. 
105 








106 STATE DEPARTMENT—FILE SURVEY 


The Carman. Will you compare it with your copy, so that we 
can each have a copy’ Did you sign that memorandum ¢ 

Mr. Meapr. Yes, sir. 

The CuairMan. I note the following language: 

The following has been approved by General Smith and Mr. Phleger, the 
legal adviser 

Did General Smith ever see this memorandum in its completed 
form ?¢ 

Mr. Meapr. He didn’t see this one. He saw the original memo- 
randum from which this one was quoted. 

The Cuatmrman. I see. 

Mr. Mrapr. Where you see these quotes begin and end, General 
Smith has seen. 

The CHatrmMan. That is not quite clear. What part did he see? 
Starting with what word, and ending with what word ? 

Mr. Mrape. “General Smith ruled as follows”; and then you pick 
up (1), (2), (3), (4). 

The CuairmMan. He saw all of that? 

Mr. Mrapr. He saw all of that. 

The Cirarmman. In the laneuage in which it is now couched ? 


Mr. Mrapr. Yes, sir; and he approved it. 


The Crarmman. In other words, he saw from the words starting 
“(Jeane i] “Ti th” down to “without spe ‘ifie permission ot his au- 


‘ 


thorized supel ors.” That is the last of what he saw. Is that correct ¢ 


The Coatrman. Now, who initiated the meeting or the activity 
wh h re ulted 1 the iss) ance of this order ? 

Mr. Mii ADI Well. the sequence of events, Senator. were approxi- 

ite] these: Late on the aft rnoon of the 9th of february, which I 
think w Monday, Dr. Compt called me and said a number of em 
1)! db rer ested to testif on th Voice f Ame} aA in Ne 
York, and a number had been required to come and see Mr. Surine and 


ind Dr. Compton 


Mr. Cc nf Waldorf Astoria in private session, 
l 1 . number of his employe had requested ouldance. | 
60’ proximately, on the evening of the 9th. I took 


that mx to Mr. H ne, and I told him that Dr. Compton 


Mr. M That is right. He was then Deputy Under Secretary 


Che CiratrrM a ‘J _ w Deputy | ler Secretary under 
Dean A n. Right 

' AT ] 

\ VTi (nd he— 

¥ / ¥ 

5 ¥ ’ T 

\I | I co {1 that me ive to hn H 

f { iS h. and General Smit] led a 
meet 

"| \\ } 1 } 

\ \ | rt of I « there late 

I saline bal ts ' r jol Ch 
T) \T XT 1 

AT Xf | ~ \ ) By t\ Inde} = revtal 

( co <2 ( HH 
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The CratrMan. You were a special assistant to Humelsine, was 
the question. 

Mr. Meape. I was. 

The CuatrmMan. How long did you serve as a special assistant to 
Humelsine ? 

Mr. Meape. From approximately June 1950 until Mr. Humelsine 
resigned. 

The Cuatrman. When did you come into the State Department? 

Mr. Meape. In either January or February 1949. 

The Cuarrman. And who recruited you, if anyone, for that job? 

Mr. Meape. Mr. Wilber, the budget officer. 

The CratrMan. Mister who? 

Mr. Mrape. Mr. Ed Wilber. 

The CuatrMan. Wilber. W-i-]-b-e-r? 

Mr. Mrapr. W-i-]-b-e-r. 

The CuarrMan. And you are holding the same position under Mr. 
Lourie that you held under Mr. Humelsine; is that correct? 

Mr. Meape. That is correct, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And you say that—— 

Mr. Mrape. May I correct that, Senator. I am not a special as- 
sistant to Mr. Lourie. 

The CuarrmMan. You are not. What is your title now ? 

Mr. MEapre. Special Assistant to the Deputy Under Secretary. 

The CuatMan. And give us the name of the Deputy Under Secre- 
tary, today. 

Mr. Mrapr. There is none. 

The CnamMan, I understand there has been a vacancy for a few 
days. 

Senator Munpr. Who is your superior oflicer now in the State De- 
partment ¢ 

Mr. Meape. Mr. Walter K. Scott. 

Senator Mr NDT, In case you have a question you want to pre po ind 
to somebody for guidance, whom do you go to now ¢ 

Mr. Meape. Mr. Walter K. Scott, Deputy Assistant Secretary. 

The CuainMan. Your full name is what ? 

Mr. MEADE. Everard Kidder Meade, Jr. 

The CHatrMANn. E-v-e-r-a-r-d K-i-d-d-e-r M-e-a-d-e, Jr.; is that 
right ? 

Mr. Meave. That is right. 

The CnarrMan. Did you see the memorandum issued by the Inter- 
national Information Administration ? 

Mr. Mrapr. No, I haven’t seen any issued by them. 

The CHamman. Have you ever done any investigating? 

Mr. Mrapre. Any investigative work ? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Mi ADE. I have done a little. 

The CuairMan. How much? 


as an investigator 4 


How many years have you worked 


Af. ' ] ] 1 ° 4 

Vir. Mrapr. I have never worked as an investigator. In the Army 
I did some investigative work in connection with courts-martial. 

‘| he CHAIRMAN. So vou never a¢ ted as an investigator ? 


Mr. Meapr. No. 
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The CrHatrman. Then you would not be in a position to estimate 
the effect of paragraph (3) of this order upon an investigator trying 
to get at the truth, would you ? 

Mr. Mreape. May I read paragraph (3)? [Reads. ] 

I don’t follow you, Senator. 

The CuairMan. Will you read the question to the witness? 

(The reporter reads, as requested. ) 

Mr. Meapr. I think I could; yes, sir. 

Phe CuarrmMan. Do you not understand my question ? 

Mr. Meape. I don’t see that paragraph (3) interferes with any in- 
vestigator trying to get the truth. This is binding upon our investi- 
gators. They still get the truth, whether they have this or not. 

The CuamMan. You understand, of course, that when a committee 


of this kind hires competent investigators, one of the tasks they have 


to interview the people in the department concerned, trying to get 
the truth from those individuals. Now, if you have an order provid 
ing that the people in the Department need not talk to our investi- 
gators, and may refuse to speak to them, would you say that might 
have some effect upon the ability of our investigators to ari ive at the 
truth é 

Mr. Mrape. It does not say that, sir. 

The CHatrman. Well, read what it says out loud, will you? 

Mr. Meapr. It says: “General Smith ruled as follows.” 

The CHatrman. Read number (3). 

Mr. Meapr. Yes, sir. But the first part is a part of number ‘Ss. 
I didn’t make this ruling. Number (3): 

That it is a matter of individual employee discretion as to whether he talks 
informally with a member of a committee or subcommittee staff without a 
Senator being present. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, you say to the State Department 
employees: “You can decide, yourself, whether you will give facts 
to one of the committee investigators or not.” You are leaving it 
up to each State Department employee. 

Mr. Mreape. I am not saying it to them, sir. 

The CHairMan. Well, you signed this. 

Mr. Meape. I quoted. This is a quote from General Smith, Senator. 
This is not a quote from E. K. Meade. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Meade, we are not trying to blame you for 
anything today. I know nothing about you. I have never seen you 
before. In fact, I V TV seldom heard your hame before. I am merely 
trying to get at the facts. The question is this: You have said you 
had some experience as an investigator. When you tell the State 
Department employees, “You decide whether you will talk to one 
of the Senate investigators. You can refuse to if you want to”—my 
question is: Does that not, in your opinion, impede the workings of 
any Senate committee or any House committee ? 

Mr. Mrapr. Well, we had the same rule in the Army, sir, when we 
would send a sergeant—— 

The CuHatrmMan. I do not care about in the Army. Answer my 
question. , 

Mr. Meapr. I don’t think it should impede the investigation of any 
committee of Congress, sir, to give the employee the discretion of 
choosing whether or not a United States Senator who is in charge 
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of the investigation should be present. Now, when we send investi- 
gators out on jobs, if they are investigating employees, and an em- 
ployee demands that this investigator’s superior be present during the 
investigation, we do that for them. If an employee should demand 
that somebody else be present during that investigation, then we would 
take steps to see that that was done. I think that is only proper. 

The Cuarrman. You think it is perfectly proper for your depart- 
ment to say that any State Department employee can say, “I refuse 
to talk to one of the investigators of any Senate committee unless you 
will call up and get a Senator to come up here.” You think that is 
proper, do you? 

Mr. Meape. Sir, my superiors ruled that way. 

The Coamman. | = not care what your superiors ruled. 

Mr. Meape. Well. .lama cood staff officer, alw: ays have been, 
and when my oul dies that way, that is good enough for me. 

Senator Munpr. He does not want to criticize his superior. 

The Cuatrman. I am not asking him to criticize his superior. Iam 
trving to get at the thinking behind this. This man participated in 
this assignment. It very obviously, if followed by the State Depart- 
ment employees, will completely hamstring this or any other com- 
mittee, and I want to know whether this man knows enough about 
investigating to know that. I would like to know if he knows what 
he did and why he did it. Now I want to find out why the State De- 
partment, as of today, says that their emplovees can decide whether 
they will talk to an investigator of this or any other committee, 
whether they can refuse to talk to him. I want to know the reason 
behind that. ae have employed some very competent investigators 
to get the truth, and we are not going, Mr. Meade, to have the State 
Department or any other Department hamstring us. I can assure you 
of that. It may be difficult for us, but you can be sure that there is 
going to be no hamstr inging of this committee. 

I want to ask you this question, a very simple question: Do you 
think that when you tell your State Department employees that if 
they desire to do so they can refuse to talk to any of our investigators 
unless there is a Senator present—do you think that makes it more 
difficult for this committee and every other committee to arrive at the 
truth of a particular situation ? 

Mr. Meapr. No, sir, I don’t. 

The CHarrman. No further questions of this witness. 

Do you have any, Mr. Symington ? 

Senator Symineron. Yes. I would like to ask you a couple of ques- 
tions. You say vou served in the Army? 

Mr. Meapr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symincron. How old are you? 

Mr. Meape. I am 33, sir. 

Senator Symineron. What service did you serve in? 

Mr. Meape. In the infantry and in the Rangers, sir. 

Senator SymiNeron. Give us a little history of your military ex- 
perience, 

Mr. Mrape. I went to West Point in 1939 and graduated in Janu- 
ary 1943. I immediately went to the Infantry School and after some 
duty in this country as company commander in the infantry, I went 


-ol , - 
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overseas, I fought in the battles of France and Germany. Il was 
seriously wounded, and for that reason I was retired. 

After 6 or 8 months, 6 months, I believe, in Walter Reed Hospital, 
I returned to full active duty as an instructor at the Army Engineer 
School. After teaching there a year I saw a one legeed man couldn’t 
make a future for himself in the Army, and so I got out. 

Senator Symineron. Did you lose your leg in action ¢ 

Mr. Mrapr. Yes, I did. 

Senator Syminetron. And you are here testifying to the fact that 
you do not want to criticize your superior. Is that correct, sir? 

Mr. Meapr. I am, sir. 

Senator Symineron. No more questions. 

The (CHAIRM \N. May J say we do not care whether you want to 
criticize your superior or not, sir. You are a responsible individual. 
You fought for your country. You sacrificed very heavily in that. 
And if you find something that is wrong in your Department, if you 
find that your superior needs to be criticized, we expect you to be just 
as good an American today as you were when you sacrificed so much 
on the battlefront. 

Mr. Meape. Certainly, sir, it is not a requirement of a good Amer! 
can to criticize his superiors, I respectfully submit. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Meade, let me point one thing out. In the 
investigation of the Voice of America, an investigation which bas 
resulted in the cancellation of two very wasteful projects, an inyesti- 
gation which has resulted in witnesses coming before this committee 
and pointing out that certain desks can be better described as the Voice 
of International Communism, in that investigation our staff have in- 
terviewed over a hundred witnesses in the Voice of America. They 
had to do that in order to find out which witnesses had some informa- 
tion of any value to this committee and the public. The cost was very, 
very negligible. Two or three investigators went over to New York 
and did that. If we had to subpena each of those 100 witnesses and 
bring them to Washington and put them under oath, No. 1, the cost 
would have run $50, $60, or $70 apiece, or five, six, or seven thousand 
dollars. 

No. 2, it would mean that the Senators could do nothing else. It 
would mean that it would have taken us months to get the informa- 
tion. The reason we were able to get the information from the Voice 
of America, which your Department is trying to deny us, is largely 
because of a memorandum, an order, put out by the Voice, entirely 
different from the one you signed. Or not put out by the Voice, but 
put out by the International Information Administration. They say: 

It is our stated policy to cooperate to the fullest extent possible, consistent 
with existing regulations and directives, with all congressional investigating 
committees, 

Accordingly, any employee who is requested to appear before such a com- 
mittee or its investigating staff shall furnish (within the limitations of regula- 
tions and directives governing the furnishing of classified and unclassified in- 
formation, records and other documents) such data as the committee may re- 
quire to fulfill its functions. 

Whenever an employee’s presence is requested, either informally or by sub- 
pena, he shall notify the Office of the Legal Council (extension 267) that he has 
been called and upon return he should similarly notify the Office of the Legal 
Counsel that he has appeared. ‘ 
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All employees who have already appeared should notify the Office of the 
Legal Counsel of this fact. 
That is signed by the Deputy Administrator. 

Does that not seem to be a rather sensible, reason able . directive i 


Mr. Meape. Sir, I believe that directive was published before this 
one was, namely, before the one of Feburary 12. I don’t know the 
date of yours. But when the Under Secretary of State issues an order, 
sir, I think that order should be followed. 

The Cnarrman. No further questions 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to inquire of Mr. 


Meade just what his area of responsibility or discretion was In con 
nection with the order of February 12. 

As I understand it, you did not originate this order / 

Mr. Meape. No, sir: I did not 

Senator MuNDT. You were requested by your supe riors to draw it 
up and circulate it: is that correct ? 

Mr. Meapr. No: I was not, sir. This is a routine function of a staff 
officer in the State Department and in the Army. 

Senator Munpr. Wel!, at whose instance did the order of February 
12 get issued? That is what I am trying to find out. “Was it your 
idea, or somebody else’s idea ? 

Mr. Meape. This particular order of February 12 was issued on 
my own initiative, sir. The content of this memorandum was ap- 
proved by General Smith, the Under Secretary, and by Mr. Phleger, 
the legal adviser. All I did was act as a transmitting agent, which 
is a normal function for an assistant to do. 

Senator Munpr. What was it that impelled you to exercise the 
initiative in getting out the order? 

Mr. Meapve. Well, sir, here is the way the staff function works 
the State Department. It works the same way in the Army. We use 
the Army General Staff system. When you go in—an officer such 
as myself goes in and sits in a meeting, as I did with General Smith, 
and Mr. Humelsine and Mr. Morton, the Assistant Secretary for Con- 
gressional Relations—you come out and make a memorandum of the 
conversation. At this time, I made a fairly short memorandum of the 
conversation, summarizing the ruling of General Smith. ‘The next 
day I sent this in to General Smith for his signature. He approved 
it. He asked that it be checked with the legal adviser. I checked 
it with the legal adviser. He added a caveat, which you see is quoted 
at. the bottom of the page, where I say “conc urring in the above, Mr. 
Phleger noted as follows.” Then that stands as an order of General 
Smith. 

My job is as a staff officer. General Smith has a million things to 
do. He can’t be bothered about sitting down and telling somebody 
to issue this order. He expects that to be accomplished. I am the 
person who is responsible for accomplishing it. So I just transmit it 
with a note, “The following has been approved by General Smith and 
Mr. Phleger, the legal adviser.” That is what I do, sir. 

Senator Munpr. That brings out the point that actually you did 
not initiate this order. It was initiated at a conference which you 
attended ? : 

Mr. Meape. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Munpt. Where they discussed this problem, and you took 


. } . ° ] . 
notes on the general consensus of the meeting, and your job then was 


to transmit that consensus 1n the form of a memorandum to whoever 
received this particular February 12 order. Is that right? 

Mr. Meapr. Yes, sir. I didn’t take notes. I took mental notes. 

Senator Munpr. I rather would suggest that you proceed as you 
started, to read the entire memorandum. Because points Cgc Maes 
(3), and (4) are all directed toward discouraging Government em- 
ployees from cooperating with congressional committees. 

The Cuatmrman. Senator Mundt, may I interrupt? I have no ob- 
jection to reading the entire memorandum. It has already been put 
in the record. I was merely trying to save time, and 
ing him on number (3). I think it might be well to read the entire 
memorandum at this time. 


r 
I was question- 


OFFICE OF SECURITY, DEPARTMENT OF STATI 


OFFICE LETTER NO. 39 
To: All employee 
Fron John W. For 


Subject: Memorandum for the record 


The attached memorandum bei! directed to a employees of the Office of 
Pecul I cannot stress too stre viy the Importance ol this directive and its 
significance to the Department 


I must insist that each employee adhere strictly to these instructions and any 


deviation should be called to my personal attention for decision. 
J] 
FEBRUARY 12, 1953. 
MEMORA IUM FOR THE RECORD 


Copies to: Mr. Sohm, Mr. Tate, Mr. Boykin, Mr. Montague, Mr. Kimball. 

Che following has been approved by General Smith and Mr. Phiegev, the legal 
AUVISE 

General Smith ruled as follows: 

1) Employees should be instructed through their superiors that they 
hould observe the provisions of existing Executive orders, Presidential directives 
ind regulations prohibiting the disclosure of loyalty, security, and other executive 
nformation; that these should be considered in force until replaced or voided; 

“(2) That seeurity officers should be instructed to abide by additional instrue 
tions, written and verbal, under which they have been operating (such as the 
Manual of Investigations) ; 

| it is a matter of individual employee discretion as to whether he 
tal nformally with a member of a committee or subcommittee staff without 
senator being present; and 
“(4) No employee has the right to, nor shall, provide files, records, or internal 
executive correspondence in the Department’s custody without specific permission 

f his authorized superiors. 
concurring in the above, Mr. Phleger noted as follows: 

“It is my understanding that it is implicit in the attached that every request 


received should be brought immediately to the attention of a superior to the 


end that a proper decision as to the applicability of the directives and instructions 
¢ made and in doubtful cases such decision should be made by the highest 


E. K. Meape, Jr. 
Distributed to Washington field office personnel February 19, 1953 
Senator Munpr. I wanted to read this, because it tied in with 
number (3). 
General Smith ruled as follows: 


(1) Employees should be instructed through their superiors that they should 
observe the 


provisions of existing Executive orders, Presidential directives, and 
regulations prohibiting the disclosure of loyalty, security, and other executive 
formation; that these should be considered in force until replaced or voided. 
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That is pretty broad. Executive information I would interpret to 
mean any information in their possession 
department. 

Mr. Mrape. Sir, may I make one comment on that? That para- 


1 as members of the executive 


grap »h is not directed at any committee of Co Ol sor at the Coneress. 
The Pp rine Ip le, since | have b eh in Mr. Hw el] ine’ oflice he has how 
gone, but the whole principle he used to instruct his staff, and I 

Senator MeCarran’s committee will corroborate this, is to cooperate 
with the Congress, and we want to do it. Now, when you have got a 


proposition where a lot of emp yvees ao 1't know what they are sup- 


posed to give and what they are not supposed to g ve, they come to you 
for euldance. And as their superiors, you would be derelict 1i you 


didn’t vo ve them vuldaance, 


Now, in this partic ular thing, suppose, for example, some employee 


had in his possession Ol had a ess to a Security file, where you hame 
informants, and a newspaper reporter came in 
senator Mt NDT. Let us just sk ) the oy alty a d ecurity and YO to 


the third one. 
Mr. Mrapve. Well, let us take the executive information. Suppose 
there is a privileged memorandum of conversation 


: 
on between the Presi 


dent and Mr. Dulles, and some file clerk in the Secret: iry’s a lice— 


wind of this thing gets out, and some file clerk knows where it and 
the hewspaper reporter comes 1n and Wants to see this thine. "tw. 


if you don’t tell the employees they can’t release it, then you are giving 
out very priv f ege «| int mation ot the Presidency, and you can’t run 

railroad that way. , 

Senator Mi not. This is directed against staff members of com 
mittees of Congress 

Mr. MEADE. Sir, this covers the waterfront on employees. It isn’t 
directed at any committee or any staff members. 

Senator Munpr. The only interviewers referred to are committee 
or subcommittee staff without a Senator being present. 

Mr. Meape. That is the only place I think it specifically refers, 
except Mr. Phleger’s caveat at the bottom, to a committee. 

Senator Munpr. Yes. In other words, anybody reading this—and 
it is all part of one sentence; the v are: all tied together with semicolons 
as part of one order or memor% andum. 

Mr. Meapr. But it is not spec ifie: lly directed a t any committee. It 
is to give the employees special instructions. You have a change in 
administration. The new administration has not caught up in its 
operating directives. You have to know how to operate. Employees 
have to know. I need to know myself. 

Senator Munpr. I quite grant that. The point I am trying to 
make is that with the existence of this kind of order, and I agree with 
the chairman, this is a beautiful device for circumventing all congres- 
sional investigations. 

Mr. Meape. Well, it was not intended that way, sir. 

Senator Munpr. I do not think you should comment as to its ad- 
visability or inadvisability, if you had nothing to do with initiating 
it. I do not think you shoul | criticize your superior or pat him on 
on the back. There is no graft connected here. There is no mal- 
feasance in office. It isa matter of judgment. The chairman and I, 
at least, believe that we are not going to get very much work done in an 
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investigating committee if this kind of order stands. But since you 
simply took mental notes or some other kind of notes of the conference 
of your superior oflicers, I think we should interrogate the superior 


officers about their reason for doing this and the wisdom of it, rather 
than you. 


I would like to know: What order d d this supersede / Before 
oF bruary 12, what did your employees do? 

Mr. Meape. Before Febru: Lr’) lv. the em ployees follo wed in general 
all of these things. This is really a re: afirenation of directives that 


they were operating under. Thai is what this thing says. It says: 
“Follow the directives already existing until they are changed.” That 
Is In summary what the thing says. 

Senator Munpr. I mean, we have been going on here for years with 
conferences of staff members of the Appropriations Committee and 
other committees talking to members of the Department and getting 
information. So number (3) must be new. That is behind the Iron 
Curtain. 

Mr. Meape.I can never recall of having seen number (3) in any 
directive before. 

The Cuatrman. In other words, this is the first time, as far as you 
know, that anything like number (3) has ever been issued by the State 
Department. 

Mr. Meapr. I have never seen it. This is the first time, as far as 
I know. 

Senator Munopr. Is it your testimony that oe to the order of 
February 12, with the exception of number (3), the rest of the in- 
structions prevailed; is that right ? 

Mr. Meape. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. But number (3) is new? 

Mr. Mrapr. As far as I know, sir. And I am no authority. I am 
not a lawyer. 

Senator Munpr. And number (3) quite apparently cancels out the 
nstructions that Mr. Alfred M. Morton gave to the employees of the 
Voice of America in connection with the current investigation. Be- 
cause he said: “Tell them the truth. Let them get at the facts.” 
This says, “Tell them nothing except at your own discretion.” It is 
practically “at your own peril.” 

Mr. Meapr. I agree with that, sir. 

Senator Munpr. You may answer my question, first, as to whether 
or not, number (3) being new, it circumvented the other orders? 

Mr. Meapr. I don’t think it circumvents, sir, because I don’t think 
that you will have any employees, as a matter of fact, refusing to—for 
instance, just before this meeting I talked to Mr. Surine for half an 
hour. I didn’t ask that oe McCarthy or Senator Mundt be pres- 
ent. Italkedtohim. Ithink in general you will find that employees 

ill do th: it. But when they oe and spec ifically ask you the ques- 
tion, I think the Legal Adviser felt that that thing h: ad to be spec ifically 
answered. And that is the way they ruled. 

senator J ACKSON, Did the Le ral Adviser suggest that part? 

Mr. Meapr. I don’t know, sir, who suggested it. 

Senator Jackson. Well, did the Legal Adviser approve the memo- 
randum ? 

Mr. Meapr. He approved this memorandum. 
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Senator Jackson. Who is the Legal Adviser now ? 

Mr. Meapre. Mr. Phleger. 

Senator Symrincton. When you classify in general people who are 
looking for information in the State Department, you did not want 
to classify, as I think perhaps you did in your testimony, somebody 
attempting to get information with a staff member of the Senate 
committee, did you ? 

Mr. Meapre. No, sir; I did not. 

Senator Symincron. I just wanted to be sure. 

Mr. Mrapr. No; there was no innuendo sir. I was just using that 
as an illustration. 

The Crarman. Thank you, Mr. Meade. And may I say that I 
can understand your reluctance to testify and discuss what you senior 
officers did, after the example of what happens to a man, in this case 
Mr. Matson, that came in here and very freely testified. I am not too 
sure that I can blame you for your re luctance. 

You may step aside. 

Senator Mundt, you had some discusions with Mr. Boykin and Mr. 
Ford here. I definite ly want you here when they are testifying. 

Mr. Boykin, will you take the stand? 

You are reminded that you are still under oath. 


FURTHER TESTIMONY OF SAMUEL D. BOYKIN, DIRECTOR, OFFICE 
OF SECURITY AND CONSULAR AFFAIRS, STATE DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Boyxrn. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrmMan. When you were here before this committee the 
other day, you testified, among other things, I believe, you did not 
consider the shifting of John Matson to a beat, that is, pushing door- 
bells, as a demotion, because he was not demoted in salary. As I re- 
call, you said the reason he was moved out of the particular office in 
which he was located was because morale had dropped to a very low 
ebb. You had no other grounds for the shifting of him to a different 
job. 

I understand that since then you have thought it over, and you 
have some additional grounds now, why he was shifted. Is that 
night? 

Mr. Boykin. I don’t have any additional grounds. I have not 
shifted. My position is that as far as I know what I said was true. 

The CuarrMan. So that your position as of today is still the 
same, that the only reason he was shifted to this beat- ‘pounding job 
was that as a result of his testimony morale was ruined in the Depart- 
ment? Is that correct ? 

Mr. Boyxrn. Not in the Department; no, sir. 

The Cuatrrman. In his section? 

Mr. Borxtn. No, sir. In the personnel operation of the Depart- 
ment. 

The CuamrMan. The other day you said that people over in that 
particular section were afraid. You said they were afraid of the 
staff, afraid of the committee, afraid of Senator McCarthy. Do you 
know of any reason why anyone over there should be afraid of our 
staff? Has our staff mistreated anyone in your Department, so far as 
you know ¢ 
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Mr. Boyxry. I know of no mistreatment at all, Senator, by the statl 
or by the committee. 

Phe Cuamman. Well, can you give us the names of those people 
who were afraid of the staff and afraid of the committee and afraid 
of me? 

Mr. Boy KIN, No, Sir. | can’t olve you the hames. ‘] he information 
I vot came from the Director of the Office. No specific hames were 
mentioned to me, 

The Crairnman. Who told you that the people over there were 
afraid ¢ 

Mr. Boykin. I got that information from the Director of the Otfice 
ot security. 

The Cuairman. What is his name? 

Mr. Boykin. That is Mr. John Ford. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Ford. Ford told you the people over there 
were afraid of the staff and of the committee and of me 4 

Mr. Boykin. He indicated that that was the case. They were not 


so afraid of the staff or the committee, as such. The were afraid 
they were under fire, and they were just scared. They hadn't testitied 
be fore a committee. They were frightened. That is all. l dont 


think they were particularly afraid of the individuals. They were 
just frightened. 

The CuArrman. Mr. Boykin, I have before me page 10444 of your 
testimony taken the other day. I want to read it to you and see 1f, 
for any reason, you want to change this testimony. 

Mr. Coun. Were you ever connected with the Special Political Affairs Con 
mittee of the Department 

Mr. BoyKIN. No, sir. 

Is that still your testimony ? 

Mr. Boykin, I oo I can explain that, Senator. 

The CHatrMan. |] ish you would. 

Mr. Boykin. The answer to that partic ‘ular question is “no.” 

I think I know what Mr. Cohn is driving at. I did not know that 
his questions were going to take the trend that they did. He is refer- 
ring not to a committee, I believe, although I think that is up to Mr. 
Cohn to say. He is referring to a part of the Department, an organi 
zational part of the Department, which was known as the Office of 
Special Political Affairs. It wasn’t a committee. And when he men 
tioned “committee,” to me, I didn’t remember being a member of any 


Oo 
1 
1) 


committee, 

The CuarrmMan. Did you remember at that time that you were con 
nected with the Off ice of Spec ial Politieal Affairs? 

Mr. Boykin. At that time, no, sir. I did not. I didn’t know at 
hat time what he was driving at. 

The CHAIRMAN. Actually, you were the Special Assistant to the 
Director of the Office of Special Political Affairs; is that not right ? 

Mr. Boyx1n. My job there was executive officer in the Office of 
ws wer Affairs, and that is the way my personnel file reads. 

The CHamman. Now, the biographic: il register of the Department 
of State for the year 1951 lists you as having been the Special Assist 
ant to the Director of the Office of Special Political Affairs. Would 
vou say that this is an incorrect listing ? 


{ 
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Mr. Boykin. I think it is. I have looked at my file to see what my 
title was at that time, and it is executive officer. My duties involved 
purely administrative work. I had no connection with any policy de- 
cisions in the Office. My job was budget and fiscal work and adminis 
trative work and had nothing to do with any substantive decisions. 

The CHarrman. Who was the director at the time you were listed 
as being the Special Assistant to the Director.’ Would you care to 
see this listing? 

Mr. Boyxry. I would be glad to provide you, sir, with a copy of 
my personnel fanfold, where it is shown I am an executive officer. 

The Cramman. There is no question but that you are listed as 
the special assistant ? 

Mr. Boykin. That is right, 

The CHamman. And you say xe, is an incorrect listing? 

Mr. Boykin. That is what it appears to be, from an examination 
of my file, where I have my fanfold of my position. 

The Cuairrman. Mr. Boykin, I assume you can recall what job you 
had at that time? 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, sir 

The CHarman. Do you recall that you were ever the special assist- 
ant in the Office of Spec ‘ial Political Affairs ? 

Mr. Boy KIN. No, sir: I don’t rec: ll that. It may have been a 
mistake of some kind. My job was executive officer. My job was an 
administrative job. 

The Cuarrman. Who was Director at the time you were listed as 
the assistant? 

Mr. Boykin. At the time I was listed as assistant, the Director 
of the ollie ‘e was Mr. Alger Hiss. 

The Cuatrman. Do you recall whether Mr. Hiss had anything to 
do with the job which you had, regardless of whether it was special 
assistant, the job which you had in the particular office of which you 
were the head ? 

Mr. Boyxrn. Mr. Hiss was involved mostly with substantive work 
connected with the operations of the department that pertained to 
United Nations affairs. He had as his deputy a man who I had 
previously worked with in the Office of Departmental Ac lministration. 

The Cuairman. Do you recall my question? The question was: 
What did Hiss have to do with getting you your job in this particular 
branch ? 

Mr. Boykin. Oh, he had nothing -to do with getting my job. He 
didn’t ask for me at all. 

The Cuairman. You are sure of that? 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, sir. 

The Cuamman. Did he consult with you in regard to the possi- 
bility of your coming into his particular department ? 

Mr. Boykin. No, sir: not that I remember, at all. 

The CHirrmMan. If you were not the special assistant, do you know 
who the special assistant to Alger Hiss was at that time ? 

Mr. Boykin. He had Mr. Jack Ross, who was his deputy, and 
the man with whom I worked on most of the problems that came 
up in administration. 

The Cuarrman. How long did you work in this particular depart- 
ment, the Office of Spec ial Politic ‘al Affairs ? 
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Mr. Boyxix. Approximately 6 months. 

The Cuamman. Will you do this for us, Mr. Boykin: Will you 
v0 back and check and fit d out whether you were ictually his special 
assistant, as listed on page 59% If not, will you give us the name 
of the man who was the special assistant ? 

Mr. Boykin. I will do my best to find that out. But Mr. Ross 
was the deputy that worked in the Office of Special Political Affairs. 

The CHarman, And was Mr. Ross selected by Mr. Hiss to act as 
his assistant ? 

Mr. Boyxtyn. That I do not know. I assume that Mr. Hiss must 
have approved him, because he was working as his deputy. But I 
don’t know whether Mr. Hiss asked for him. 

The Cuarrmman. Is Mr. Ross now with the United States mission 
to the U. N.? 

Mr. Borxtn. Yes, sir. 

The (,HAIRMAN. Mr. Boykin, you had some conversation with 
Senator Mundt immediately or shortly after Mr. Matson was shifted 
to this beat pounding job. I think for that reason I am going 
to ask Senator Mundt to take over the que stioning, if he will, in 
regard to that matter. 

Will you do that, Senator ? 

Senator Munpr. My discussion with Mr. Boykin dealt exclusively 
with the matter of Mr. Matson. It came to me from an indirect 
source that Mr. Matson had been changed in the position which he 
occupied down there during the course of our investigation, which 
was still under way, and so I called up the State Department to con 
firm it, if it were true, and advised Mr. Boykin to come up and see 
me, whi h he did. And I told him that I was sure that the committee 
would be greatly distur! ed if it were true that Mr. Matson were eithe1 
pron ted or demoted in the course of an investigation. And I told 
him I thought it was bad policy for the State Department to take 
a man who was currently involved in an investigation, appearing as 
a witness, and promote him or demote him. If they had promoted 


him, it could well be misunderstood as an attempt to bribe him to 


kee p him quiet. If they demoted him, it would be a warning or 
intimidation. So I said I thought it was bad policy. and I asked 
Mr. Boykin to tell me why it was done, if it were true. And I would 
be glad to have him repeat, to the best of his recollection, what he 
told me at that time. 


Mr. Bork. Well. Ser itor, I would be olad to re peat it. I have 
already stated it. It is in the record. 

Senator Munpr. I was not at that hearing. 

The Cuamman. You may repeat it. 

Mr. Boykin. I will try to repeat it, but I would rather rely on the 
record that I have already made in connection with it, Senator. 

Senator Munpr. As I reeall, summarizing it in one brief sentence, 
you told me that you rather agreed that the public might interpret 
it as [T have suggested, but as against that, on balance, you weighed 
the fact that girls down there in this particular section were nervous 
and worried and frightened because of the fact that this investigation 
was going on, and you felt the presence of Mr. Matson in that area 
would tend to intensify that and disrupt the service, and so, despite 
the way the thing might be interpreted by the public and by this com- 
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mittee, you thought it best to give him the job that the chairman 
described as a pavement-beating job. 

Mr. Boykin. In effect, that is so. ] didn’t make the decision as 
T have testified in the record. I supported the decision, and that is 
what I said. 

Senator Munptr. Who did make the decision? I wasn’t here for 
the other testimony. 

Mr. Boy KIN. The decision, as shown by the record, was made by the 
Director of the Office of Se urity, which comes under mv jurisdic- 
tion. And when I learned of the decision, I agreed with the decision, 
but it had already been made. And I agree with it. 

Senator Munpr. Is that Mr. Humelsine, who made it ? 

Mr. Boyrxrn. No, sir; that is the Director of the Office of Security, 
Mr. Ford. 

Se lator Munopt. He is going to be a witness ? 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Ford will be the next witness. 

Senator Munpr. That is about a summary of the statement. In the 
first place, I thought it was bad policy, and I recommended against 
it and suggested that they put him back in his former position, and 
apparently Mr. Ford or Mr. Boykin or both thought the recommenda- 
tion was not appropriate and did not do it. They are running the 
State Department, and I am not. 

Mr. Borxrn. No, sir, we did not think the recommendation was 
not meritorious. I took the matter up with officials of the Depart- 
ment, which I think I indicated to vou I would. It was decided that 
Mr. Matson shoul | STAY in his present assionm nt. 

The CHatrrmMan. With whom did you take it up? 

Mr. Borntn. I discussed it with the Under Secretary. 

The Cuarrman. Name him. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Lourie. And also with the Assistant Secretary 
for Congressional Relations. 

The ¢ ‘TIATRMAN, Name him. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Morton. 

The Cuatrman. Did Mr. Morton or Mr. Lourie tell you that they 
approved of your actions in shifting Matson to a beat. after he had 
testified ? 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Lourie indicated that he thought that the orie- 
inal decision th: had been made was a mil take, but that he felt that 
Mr. Matson shoald tay where he was. 

Senator Munpr. In other words, Mr. Lourie supported my point 
of view but thought that, it having been done, it was not wise to 
rescind it: isthat right ? 

Mr. Boykin. Hethoucht it was not wise to rescind it, yes. 

The Cuatrman. What reason did he give? If a mistake had been 
made, why should not the mistake be rectified ? 

Mr. Borkry. He did not give me specific reasons. 

The Cuatrman. Did you agree that a mistake had been made? 

Mr. Boyxrn. I didn’t indicate one way or the other, but I told him 
that I had agreed with the decision of Mr. Ford, that this was a ques- 
tion of relations rather than a question of 

The Cuatrman. Will you indicate now whether you think a mis- 
take was made? 

Mr. Boyxtn. Well, Senator, considering the fact that the commit- 
tee here has seen fit to believe that this was taken as a reprisal against 
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Mr. Matson, then I can say that it would have been better, in terms of 
relations with this committee, with which I am sure the Department 
wishes to cooperate, to have allowed Mr. Matson to stay. 

The Cuairman. Mr. Boykin, let me ask you this. Just forgetting 
for the time being that your name is Boykin and you are in that job, 
let us say that you are just a neutral observer. You find that a wit- 
ness comes before this committee, and he gives evidence that is very 
damaging to the Department and shows that they are operating inef- 
ficiently, shows that the Division over which you have jurisdiction is 
handling the files badly, shows that the Division over which Mr. Ford 
has jurisdiction is operating very inefliciently, and immediately there- 
after he is called in by Mr. Ford for a 2- or 3-hour consultation, and 
then within an hour or two after that he is demoted to a beat-pounding 
job. Would you not, as a neutral observer, say that any reasonable 
person would say this is an attempt to intimidate future witnesses, 
or it is reprisal against this witness? Is that not the logical con- 
clusion you arrive at ? 

Mr. Boykin. Senator. that is a long que tion, but I will do my best, 
in all respect, to answer it. 

I must repeat to you that this was done with no intention of reprisal 
against Mr. Matson. And I cannot agree with you that Mr. Matson 
was demoted. ; 

The Cuatrmay. Mr. Boykin, the other day, if I may quote one of 
the other members of the committee—I hope I quote him accurately— 
our very able Senator from Washington State, Mr. Jackson, used to 
be a prosecuting attorney, and as I recall, he made the remark the 
other day that where someone in the Detective Bureau displeased his 
superiors, one way of disciplining him, would be to put him out on 
some outlying beat, pounding the beat. You would agree with that, 
would you not ? 

Mr. Boykin. If he was performing important work, just as im- 
portant work as he was before, I would say that he was not being 
punished. 

The CuarrmMan. Let me get back to the question I asked. If you 
were the neutral observer, if you saw this thing happen, saw it develop, 
saw him shifted to a beat-pounding job, would you not feel that this 
was an attempt to intimidate other witnesses, or a reprisal against 
him ? 

Mr. Boykin. It is hard for me to say, Senator. If I had the facts 
that I have, if you are referring to Mr. Matson—if I had the facts that 
I have, I would have to say that he was not being punished. 

Phe Ciamman. You understand that Mr. Matson considers this a 
serious demotion. 

Mr. Boyxin. I understand that, now; yes, sir. 

The CHatrmMan. You disagree with Mr. Matson? 

Mr. Boykin. Ido. I hope he will take my reassurance that it is not 
a aemotion. 

The Cnarrman. No further questions. 

Senator Munpr. I think I should add this. It came back to my mind 
that in our conference in my office with Mr. Boykin, I also told him 
that the reason on which he and/or Mr. Ford made their decision to 
take Matson out of the office would not hold water, because, as I said, 
I am sure that your Security Division must also be investigating that 
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very shoddy filing system. And I said, “Of course, they realize 
that whether Mr. Matson is there or not, this committee is going to 
stick with it until they have something besides a wastebasket system 
for filing.” You said you understood we were. So I said I could not 
believe that the girls were going to be too happy or contented or 
pleased about everything whether Mr. Matson were there or not. And 
I believe you agreed with that line of reasoning. And if you do not, 
you can now dissent. 

Mr. Boykin. I don’t exactly dissent, Senator. We were investigat- 
ing the thing. We had been investigating the thing since early Decem- 
ber. But that was not Mr. Matson’s assignment. You may consider 
as incidental something I have just thought of—and I don’t know 
whether it is true or not—as an incidental matter in connection with it, 
that since he was in the file room and was not investigating the thing 
and had testified about the files and the operations, and so forth, his 
yresence away from there might have facilitated our investigation. 

The CuarrmMan. How long have you been in your present job, Mr. 
Boykin ? 

Mr. Boykin. Since 1948, Senator. 

The Cuatrman. Have you ever discharged anyone whom you felt 
was responsible for what Senator Mundt so aptly described as a waste- 
basket filing system ? 

Mr. Boykin. I beg your pardon, Senator? 

The CuatrmMan. Will you read the question, Mr. Reporter? 

(The record was read by the reporter. ) 

Mr. Boykin. Well. my job does not encompas that responsil CY, 
Senator, so I do not fire people. 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, have you ever been re ponsible for the trans 
fer of anyone whom you felt responsible for the wastebasket filing 
system ? 

Mr. BoyxKtn. No, sir. I do not have that responsibility. 

The Cuarmman. Do you not think it rather unusual, Mr. Boykin, 
that you would, in the middle of his testimony, transfer Mr. Matson, 
but take no steps whatsoever to transfer or demote those who were 
responsible for this fantastic filing system? Does that seem unusual 
to you at all? 

Mr. BoyKx1n. Well, the jurisdiction over the people that are working 
in the filing system is not my jurisdiction. I have nothing to do with 
that, Senator. 

The CnatrmMan. Did you not sig 
Matson ? 

Mr. Boyxtn. No, sir; that decision, as I have stated. was made by 
the Director of the Office of Security, who transfers and moves agents 
around at all times, and does not consult with me when he d 

The CHarrMan. You were the man sent to Senator Mundt’s oftice 
the man responsible for the transfer, were you not ? 

Mr. Boykin. No, sir; I was not responsible: altho I avree with 
the decision. I will support the decision, which was made by the 
Chief, the Director of the Office. I have said so. 

The CHAIRMAN. Were you called upon to approve or disapprove at 
the time the transfer was made? 

Mr. Borxtn. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. You only learned about it lat 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, sir. 


n the final order transft ring Mr. 
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The Cuatrman. In other words, the first time you learned about it 
was when you came to Senator ! Mundt’ s office ? 

Mr. Boykin. No, sir: I had heard about it before then. 

The Cuairman. Who had told you before then ? 

Mr. Boykin. The Director of the Office of Se urity. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Ford? 

Mr. Boykin. Yes. 

The Cuairman. And he told you he was transferring him be- 
cause — ; 

Mr. Boykin. He told me that he had been transferred, and was 
doing this work. 

The Cuatrman. The only reason Mr. Ford gave you was that it was 
because of the disrupted morale in that partic ular Division ? 

Mr. Boykin. He indicated that there was this morale situation; 
yes, sir. 

The Cuamman. No further questions ? 

Mr. Symington? 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Boykin, first, I think a mistake was made 
in transferring Mr. Matson, just for what it is worth. Now, there 
are a couple of questions I think I would like to ask you. 

Where were you born? 

Mr. Boyxin. Montgomery, Ala. 

Senator Symincton. Where were you educated? 

Mr. Boykin. I was educated at parochial schools in Montgomery, 
and then at a private school. From there my family moved to New 
York in 1918, and I attended the Christian Brothers School in the 


Bronx, which is then known as Clason Point Military Academy 
ind is now ae nas La Salle Military Academy, at the Bourne Estate 
out on Long Island. I eraduated from there in 1922 and went to the 
University of Pennsylvania, attended the Wharton School of Finance 


ind Commerce at the University of Pennsylvania, and graduated 
from there in 1926. 

Irom there I became an investigator with the Retail Credit Co., a 
company engaged in making investigations for numerous insurance 
companies on applicants for insurance, and then I later transferred 
to the Bank of America at 44 Wall Street, and I worked with the 
National City Bank of New York at 55 Wall Street up to 1941. 

Senator Jackson. In what capacity ¢ 

Mr. Boykin. I worked for about 10 or 12 years as an investigator 
for the bank. 

Senator Symineron. How long did your family live in Alabama ? 

Mr. Boykin. Well, my immediate family have lived there since 
prior to or shortly before 1842. 

Senator Syminaton. Well, now, when I left the hearing the other 
day, I left just as the name of Mr. Alger Hiss came up. You ap- 
parently knew Mr. -- in the Department, is that right 

Mr, Boykin. Yes, sir; I knew him. 

Senator SyYMINGTON. ' He fooled a lot of people besides you, did he 
not ¢ 

Mr. Borxrn. He certainly did. 

Senator Symineton. Did you ever hear of the Carnegie Institute? 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, si 
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Senator Symineron. Now, the fact that somebody would recom- 

—— Mr. Hiss, as pre side ht ot the ¢ arnegie Institute, would not neces- 
rily be anything against him, would it 4 

“— Boykin. No, sir; not unless he knew who Mr. Hiss was and 
what he was doing. 

Senator SyMINGTON. In other words, if he was ignorant of Mr. Hiss’ 
communistie activities, he could recommend him in all sincerity, as 
an intelligent man; is that right? 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. If anybody was on the board of the Carnegie 
Institute while Mr. Hiss was president, that would not necessarily 
mean that he also was involved with Mr. Hiss in any way, would it? 

Mr. Boyrxrn. No, si 

Senator SYMINGTON. Have you evel had any communistic behefs 
of your own é . 

Mr. Boyrxin. Me? 

Senator SyMINGTON. Yes. 

Mr. Boyxin. No, sir 

Senator Symineton. Have you ever belonged to any Communist 
organization ¢ 

Mr. Boyxrn. No. 

senator SYMINGTON. Did the question of whether or not you de- 

ided to shift Mr. Matson have anything to do with youl know hg 
Mr. Hiss? 

Mr. Boyxin. Not a thing 

Senator Syminoron. No further questions. 

The Cuairman. Mr. Boykin, are you fairly well acquainted with 
most of the personnel in the Washington office of the State Depart- 
ment ¢ 

Mir. Boykin. Not fairly well acquainted with them; no, sir. I know 
ome of them, but I am not fairly well a quainted W th them. 


not close to them. 

The CuatrMan. I had one of your State Department officers cail me 
esterday and complain because so mal V of the State Department per- 
onnel who are not on leave are spel d ne their time down here watch- 
hye this committee in action, wl h I normally would not object to, 

but Lam just curious to know how many State Department personnel 
Ve have here, those W ho are not on leave. 

Would you turn around and look thas uch the room and try and 
number them? You need not pick them out by name, or anything, but 
just give me an idea. 

I am not going to ask them to leave. 

Mr. Boykin. Well, I can see four, I believe. 

The Cuatrman. Is - it all? 

Mr. Boynin. Yes, s 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Jackson, have you any questions? 

Senator Jackson. No; I have no questions. 

The Cnairman. Mr. Ford, will you step forward ? 

Will you raise your right hand, Mr. Ford? 

In this matter now in hearing before the committee, do you solemnly 
<wear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so 
help you God ? 

Mr. Forp. I do, sir 
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TESTIMONY OF JOHN WILLIAM FORD, CHIEF, OFFICE OF SECURITY, 
OFFICE OF SECURITY AND CONSULAR AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT 
OF STATE 


The Cuarrman. Your full name / 

Mr. Forp. My full name, sir, is John William Ford. 

The Cuairman. John William Ford. Mr. Boykin tells us that you 
informed him that the people over in your section or division were 
afraid of the investigators, afraid of the committee members, afraid 
of me. Do you ka ow of any abuse any of my) investigators meted out 
toany of the people in your division or section ¢ 

Mr. Forp. Mr. Chairman, may I identify myself to the committee ? 
This is my first appearance up here. Really, I would appreciate it 
very much. Asto who lam? 

Phe CuarrMan. I hope it 1 pleasant 

Mr. Forp. I hope it 1s, too, sir. 

\s I stated before, my name is John Ford. [am an ex-agent of the 
FBI. Leame to State in 1947 from the FBI. 

senator JAC IKSON. If vou Want to go bat k, where were you born / 

Mr. Forp. I was born at Louisville, KXy., im 1920, 

Senator Jackson. Where did you go to school ? 


Mr. Forp. I went to choo! . Xavier High School, the Univer 
sity of Louisville, and Jefferson cc School. Soon after I left high 


school, I went with the F BI. 

Senator Jackson. Aftei you left law sehool ? 

Mr. Forp. No, 2 tually after L left high school, I went to work al 
most immediately in the file room of the FBI at Louisville, Ky., foOIng 
to law school at nights. And then on, to being an agent. 

I was assigned to South America by the FBI during the war. And 
during my time in the FBI, I mrve in Charlotte, N. C.; Savannah, 
Ga.; and Louisville, Ky. Lam a Military Intelligence Reserve officer. 

After I left the FBI, in 1947, I went to State, and went overseas 
ilmost immediately after a short training in the United States. I 
have been overseas almost 5 years, and have served as attaché in 
Caracas, Mexico City, and Paris. lL have made numerous trips behind 

e Iron Curtain. 

The CHatrrman,. As Ii inderstand, you said you were with Military 
lh telligence on ne the w: ur 

Mr. Forp. Yes; I was, sir. 

The CHairnMANn. Where did ~~ serve ? 

Mr. Forp. I se rved a t Pittsb irgh a and Baltimore, Md. 


I think that veneri ally covers my ‘bac roround. and I would appre 


ciate it, in order to save the committee’s time, if I coul | read into the 
record a statement which I think will save the committee a lot of 


questions, 
~ The Cuairman. We will let you submit your statement later. We 
12 . rule here that statements are not oad: unless they are sub 
mit thead of time. 

ie i ord. There is no waiver at all in that instance, even though 
I was not able to-—— 

The CuamMan. We will let you read your st: itement, but there is 
certain information we want. We have an executive session at 4:30 
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with Mr. Bedell Smith, your superior, and we want certain questions 
answered before then. 

You mentioned that you spent time behind the Iron Curtain. That 
was while you were working for the State Department ! 

Mr. Forp. That is right. 

The CuarkMan. While that may not have anything to do with this 
inquiry today, I am curious, in view of the fact that you brought it up, 
if you could elaborate on that. 

Mr. Forp. I have some evidence on that. I just brought back one 
of the microphones from there, from behind the Lron Curtain. 

The Cu AIRMAN, Tell us where you served, | ehind the lron Curtain. 

Mr. Forp. I served in Moscow, chiefly. 

The CuairmMan. How long were you in Moscow ? 

Mr. Forv. About 2 months, sir. Also in Vienna, which you might 
say is equally behind the Iron Curtain. 

The CuatrMAn. You cannot speak Russian ? 

Mr. Forp. No, Spanish; that is all. 

The Cuamman. How long did you say you were in Moscow ? 

Mr. Forp. About 2 moi ths, ol something like that. 

The CuarrMaNn, You served with the Embassy in Moscow ? 

Mr. Fcrp. Yes, sir; on security work. 

The CnairnMan. And where else, behind the Iron Curtain? 

Mr. Forp. In Vienna. 

The CHarrMan. When were you in Vienna, and how long? 

Mr. Foro. Oh, I was in Vienna about 2 months, on 2 oceasions, on 
security work there. 

The CuarmmMan. How long have you been in your present job? 

Mr. Forp. Actually, 6 mol t] 3. In nh actually titled job, onlv 
since December, oh, 15, or so. . , 

The Cuairman. Will you describe your job? Just what is your 
jurisdiction? What is your authority? 

Mr. Forp. Actually, as director of the office of security, I head 
three branches, an investigations branch, an evaluations branch, and 
a foreign-domestic security branch, 

Is there anything further you want me to elaborate on in connection 
with that? 

The Cuarrman. What do you have to do with Mrs. Balog’s office ? 
Mr. Forp. Nothing at all. In fact. we are only in this investigation 


? 


because we received some information, not only from John Matson. but 
also from another agency, about the situation, and we started an in- 
vestigation. 

The CHAIRMAN. That situation has been existent. I assume, for a 
very long time. I am curious to know why it was only brought to 
your attention recently. 

Mr. I’orp. Why it v as Ol ly brought to my attention recently ? 
Vell, John Matson actually brought it to my attention about the lat- 
ter part of June. I asked him to co back 
facts. I had oceasion again to contact him in December. And he gave 
me a memorandum on two oceasions on the situation. As to why it 
wasn’t done sooner, actually, I gave priority to several other things, 
including one that you are very much interested in, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHatrMan. What is that? 

Mr. Forp. That is the Voice of America investigation. 


’ x 


and get some additional 
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The Cuarrman. Do you, in essence, agree with Mrs. Balog and Mr. 
Matson that the filing system is very, very bad over in that Depart- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Forp. No. I have visited close to 80 posts, I suppose, through- 
out the Foreign Service, and I have seen numerous files here in the 
Department. I don’t consider them deplorable. Actually, I don’t 
know how you could serialize them, either. I have worked in an FBI 
file re om. 

The Cnatrrman. Would you say it is a pretty good filing system, 
then ? 

Mr. Forp. I think it is a good system, really. There are a lot of 
things I don’t agree with, but they are policy decisions over there, 


and I am not going to tell them how to run their business on that. 

Senator Jackson. How do you possibly keep track of derogatory 
or commendatory letters in that filing system ? 

Mr. Forp. That is the very first thing that I recommended. In 
fact, it was on December 24, when we were into this investigation suffi 

ently to see what the situation was. The very first thing we recom- 

was that a charge-out system be placed into the file to indicate 

VW here all these other files were, 

Senator Jackson. But that is not there. There is no such arrange- 
ment at the present time. 

Mir. Forp. It is going to take a lot of time to put that system into 
effect. There wasn’t any such arrangement in effect, no, prior to that 


nied de i 


Senator Jackson. The testimony that was given the committee 
indicated, I think you will agree with me, and I am just trying to be 
very fair about it—— 

Mr. Forp. I am, too, sir. 


Senator Jackson. I think we all want to do the riaht thing nbout 


it, and not say something that isn’t the case. gut the testimony 
before this committee, which is undisputed, would indicate that there 

no way of keeping track of important data that might be placed 
nthe files. Do you not agree? 


Mr. 1 RD. That there is ho way of kee ping track of it ? 
Senator Jackson. At the present time—or up until just a short 


time avo. 


Mr. I iD. It = certainly not as cood a the FBI system 5 ] agree 
with that. But look at it this way: there is no way oft keeping track 


of the individual files, or the individual pieces of paper in the file. 
Yo u can OI keep trae k of them Ol be ire the file is complete in 
the event you h 

Senator Jackson. There ought to be an index sheet with a listing 
of all of the letters and documents in the file. 

The Cuarmman. May I interrupt? I wonder, Ruth, if you would 
order up one of our files, just a typical file from our office, 

Senator Jackson. But this is not a security file? 

Mr. Forp. No; these are personnel files. They are located actually 
a mile from our building, where the security files are situated. 

Senator Jackson. I understand. That is over in another de- 
partment. But from time to time information will get into the file 
that involves security matters? 

Mr. Forp. Yes, like Loyalty-Security Board memoranda, or maybe 
a memorandum. It is usually administrative. It is not the substance 


ave a reference. 
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of the case at all. The Loyalty-Security Board says this individual 
has been found to be a security risk, and you are immediately in- 
structed to do thus and so. There is a memorandum in that record, 
but there is not the substance in it, from the FBI reports that come 
to us. 

Senator JAcKson. What I am saying is that there may be evidence 
placed in the file that would bear on the loyalty of an individual, 
and still remain in the personne] file. ‘There is the danger of some- 
one going through it and not ascertaining that fact, and then there 
is no way of knowing what went in the file and what went out. That 


Is My point. I realize you have a lot of problems down there. 
Mr. Forpv. I know. There are a lot of problems down there. But 
this is the situation. Any material of a security nature, administra- 


tive security or anything you want to call it, that would get into that 
file, should be turned back to us after the action is taken. And any 
agency that wants to check those files knows that we have the security 
files. Ours are separate and apart from them. And any agent that 
would come over there from another agency and check those files 
and say they are complete without checking ours, is really 

Senator Jackson. But do you not see that you have laid yourself 
wide open to all sorts of criticism in the fact that you cannot prove 
or disprove that things are taken out of the files? 

Mr. Forp. Iagree. Yes, that is true. 

Senator JACKSON. You have another filing system for all security 
information. But what I am getting at is: In these personnel files you 
are wide open, because you cannot disprove any charges made, nor can 
most of the people, I think, prove that anything is missing, or do 
anything except give their opinion. 

Mr. Forp. That is right. 

Senator Jackson. So you are left in an impossible position, which 
I think is bad. 

Mr. Forp. I think the committee is to be congratulated on bringing 
some of this to our attention. I assure you that we eventually will 
straighten it out. It is going to take us about 2 or 3 months, perhaps, 
to go into every detail of this thing, but I am very happy—— 

The CuarrmMan. Why have you waited for this committee to do it. 
I have been talking about your files down there for quite sometime 
now, and I have been hearing statements from the Department that 
the files are inviolate, that there is nothing missing from the files. 

Mr. Forp. That was before I came back here, sir. 

The CuarroMan. So this is nosecret. I wonder why you took so long 
to take some action in connection with the files. 

Mr. Forp. Actually, there are a lot of things that I have pending 
that need to be done, a lot of things. 

Senator Symineton. Have you got jurisdiction over the personnel 
files, as well as the security files ? 

Mr. Forp. I didn’t understand you, sir 

Senator Symineron. Have you jurisdiction over the personnel 
files ¢ 

Mr. Forp. No; just the security files. 

Senator Syminotron. I think you testified a little while ago you 
thought the filing system was all right. 

Mr. Forp. It is pretty good. It is neat. 
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ting the committee on showing you how to fix it ? 

Mr. Forn. I think from the committee’s interest in this thing, of 
course, a lot is done and done rapidly. It probably wouldn’t be done 
as rapidly if the committee hadn’t taken an interest in it. I have 
found out things about procedures I didn’t know about before. 

Senator Symineron. What is the reason for a file ? 

Mr. Forp. The reason for a file is to know, in personnel files, for 
example, the complete history of the individual’s assignments, his 

eflicieney, his work record. 

Senator Symineron. Then if you have a system where anyone can 
take anything out of the file w ithout it beine known that it was taken 
out, how can you say that was a good filing system ? 

Mr. Forp. How can I say it was a good filing system? Well, I think 
this—you are going to have to rely upon the integrity of the people 
you have in there. It isa good filing system if you have food peop le. 

Senator Symincron. Now. I do not think that is quite fair, because 
the point is that, as I understand it, you did not have to sign for taking 
something out of the file. Therefore, it was not a question of integrity. 
Now, we cannot both talk together—let me finish. 

You eould eo into the file and take something out of the file, and a 


Senator Symineton. If it is pretty good, why are you congratula 


i nn was allowe “| to without there being a check or without its bein 1g 
necessary to sign out for the file. Therefore, as I understood the 


testimony, it was not possible to know the file—to k now whether the 
file wa comple te, or whether the file was very much incomplete. Is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Forp. That is correct, and that is the very thing that is being 
corrected. 

Senator Syminaton. Now, if that is true, how can you call that a 
pretty good filing system ¢ 

Mr. Forp. We are speaking only with reference to a very small 
number of ean in which that was done, as I understand 


from the investigative reports I have read on the matter. Actually, 
that does not pertain to all the staff employees over there. 

his is only a system that was set up, as I understand it, under some 
Foreign Service law or act, and primarily to keep these promotion 


1 


hoards from continually damning the emp Join each time he came up, 
because of some infraction _ at happened in years past. 


Senator Syminetron. The record was that anybody could go into 
the Department and remove papers from the file, and stay — 
hours In the filing room and never have to say what they took fron 
the file or never have to make any record, so that nobody would asin, 
when they went to the file, whether it was a complete file or an in 
complete tile, and I do not see, on that basis, how you could say it was 
a good filing system. 

Mir. orp. Well, actually, I have seen— 
» - itor Symineron. Let me ask you this qu estion: When you were 
» Fede ral Bureau of Investigation, were you : iI owed to remove 
papers from a file without signing up for the papers and being forced 


’ 
bring them back ? 
Mr. Forp. You know good and well I wasn’t. No, absolutely not. 
I had to sign a serial number for each piece of paper that was removed, 
and if I didn’t. I would be reprimanded. 
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Senator SyMinetron. Let me ask you one other question, You were 
primarily responsible for removing Mr. Matson, is that right ¢ 

Mr. Forp. Yes, I was. 

Senator Symineron. Would you rather have the job he has now, 
yr the job he had before ? 

Mr. Forp. Would I rather have the job that he has got now or 
the job he had before? That isthe question? I wouldn't rather have 
either one of them, frankly. 

Senator Symrneron. I would appreciate your not being sareastic 
about it. The question is whether or not he was demoted. Is that 
right ¢ 

Mr. Forp. That is the question. And he was not demoted. 

Senator SyMineTron. And you would probably feel that you were 
not demoting him ¢ 

Mr. Forp. Definitely. 

Senator SymrineTon. And therefore, in your mind, you must have 
thought about whether the job you were giving him was a better job, 
a worse job, or exactly a similar job. i that a fair way to approach 
it? What did you think about it ¢ id you think you were giving 
him a worse job or a better job? 

Mr. Forp. I think it was about equal, sir, really. 

Senator SYMINGTON. Just about equal, That is all. 

Mr. Forp. A¢ ner sometimes, if I have been out on a road trip—I 
think Don Surine, if he is around here, will agree with me—I think 
L would like a desk a gtr then when you areina desk job for a while 
you would like to get out on the road again. 

Senator SyMINGTon. Just let me ask you one other question on that. 
Did you discuss with him which job he would rather have, before you 
( * anged him / 

Mr. Forp. No, sir. I think there are some very pertinent points 
j have not been given an opportunity to explain, as to the real reason 
why I moved John. 

First of all,as Mr. Boykin said, their morale was bad in the file room. 
I was told that personally, that they were operating actually at far 
below their average percentage of effectiveness. And John was over 
there. I thought he would certainly be discreet. He knew he had 
been up to testify, and so forth. But he began questions over there, 
and I mean that—he did. And he is to blame for this thing. 

The Cuatrm,n. Is that pretty bad, for him to ask questions, and 
vet information ? 

Mr. Forp. No; it is not bad for him to ask questions. But he was 
savin ie.” ‘You don’ { hs ave e nough emp vloyees he re. I am going up and 
tell the committee that you don’t have enough. 

The CuHarrmMan. Whom did he tell that to? 

Mr. Forp. I will tell you that, sir, in just a moment. 

The CHaArRMAN. Tell us now. Whom did he tell that to? 

Mr. Forp. I have a statement from the individual he did tell that to. 

The CHarrMman. Who was the individual ? 

Mr. Forp. The individual was Mr. Colantonio. I have a statement 
from him - that effect. And he was also making comments over 
there tha. about 10 percent of the Foreign Service were rotten. But 
that is still oma one of the reasons why I got him out of that file room. 
that is still only one of the reasons why I removed him from the 
file room. 
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The thing that really, I think, he did do, and I think I can prove 1t 
to you that he did—he was not honest with this committee. He has 
testified inaccurately up here in 5 or 6 instances, and I can prove it. 
Phe Crairnman. We will give you the opportunity to tell us about 
that Kirst let us identify Mr. Colantonio. That 1s the superior to 


Mrs. Bal 7” to whom Mrs. Balog testified she « bjected repeated|y Ly 


cause of the bad filing system, and Mr. Colantonio was responsible, I 
understand, accordn oO to the testimonv—it was difficult to find who 
was responsible in various departments—for the wastebasket filing 
system, so that when Mr. Matson came down and testified, he was ex 
po e¢ the inefliciency and incompetency in Mr. Colantonio’s office. 
Is that the same Mr. Colantonio ? 


Mr. Forp. I won't use that description of him, sir. I only know of 
him as an individual working over there in that general file-room area. 
The Cuarrman. He is the superior to Mrs. Balog, is he? 

Mr. Fern. I don’t even know that, frankly. 

The CrarrmMan. Do you know what his job is? 

Mr. Forn. I think it is ealled Technical Services Branch, or a 
Sli lari ame. ] think he probably is over Mrs. Balog. 

The Cratrman. When you got a statement from Mr. Colantonio 
about Mr. Matson. did vou not find out who Mr. Colantonio was? 

Mr. Forn. Yes, I did. 

The CHatrrmMan. Did you not want to find out whether he was one 
of the men whose incompetence had been disclosed by Mr. Matson? 

Mr. Forp. I don’t know that his incompetence has been disclosed. 
I think he hada right to have his own say. 

The Cuarrman. Let us strike the word “incompetence.” Mr. Ford, 
if you have a statement from a man in regard to Mr. Matson, normally, 
you would find out who this man was? 

Mr. Forp. I did. 

The Cuarrman. You would find out what interest he had in the 


Mr. Forp. That is right. 

The CHarrman. And where he was, in the filine room. and what 
hisjob was? Did you get that information? If so, tell us what it was. 
r. Forp. Yes. It is included in our investigative report, surely 

»CrateMan. What is his job? 

Mr. Forp. What is his job? 

The CyatrmMan. Yes, Colantonio. 

Mr. Forp. As I understand it—and I could be wrong, because I 
have seen thousands of papers on this investigation, to date—we have 
intervi wed, ] ouess, 2A or 30 eople. 

The CuatrmMan. Tell us his job, if you know. 

Mr. Forp. His job, as I understand it, is technical services. I think 


it consists of transfers of people, handling of papers concerned with 
promotions, or the like, but I can’t be specific. I havent been over 
ther vestigating this ease. T have been directing its investigation. 


The Cuatrman. Did you ask Mr. Colantonio what his job was, when 
he gave vou this evidence ? 

Mr. Forp. Yes; I did. 

The CHarrman. And what did he tell you? 

Mr. Forp. I don’t remember exactly what he told me the job was. 
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I mean, he used the term “Technical Services Branch” but for further 
elaboration on it, I swear I don’t know. 

The CHatrRMan. Do you know if he is in charge of the filing room ¢ 

Mr. Forp. I understood Mrs. Balog is in charge of the filing room. 

The CHatrrMan. Do you know whether he is in charge? 

Mr. Forp. I don’t know whether he is in charge. 

The CyHatrRMAn. You do not know. 

Mr. Forp. I don’t know offhand. I would be glad to find out for 
you. 
~ The Cuatrman. You said you had 5 or 6 misstatements made by Mr. 
Matson. Was it the 5 or 6 misstatements which caused you to trans 
fer him? 

Mr. Forp. Was it the 5 or 6 misstatements that caused me to trans 
fer him ? 

The CHatrrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Forp. No. It was a combination of thi es that caused me to 
transfer him. It was, frankly, first of all, the morale factor. 

The Cyatrman. Did the 5 or 6 misstatements have something to 
do with your transferring him’ Was that a part of the picture 

Mr. Forp. Was that a part of the picture ¢ 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Forp. Absolutely not. It could be described, however, as a part 
of the picture insofar as it affected the morale over there in the foreign 
personnel area, namely, that they knew personally that he had made 
these misstatements. 

The Cuatrrman. Now, you have accused Mr. Matson of perjury in 
5 or 6 statements. 

Mr. Forp. | did not accuse him of perjury. I act used him of in- 
wcies and misstatements. 

The CuHarrmMan. [f he lied to this committee, it is perjury. 

Mr. Forp. I accused him of inaccuracies and misstatements, but I 
have not said he lied before this committee. | have said solely that 
he made statements that were completely inaccurate. ’ 

‘T CHAIRMAN. You mean false? 
r. orp. I didn’t s Ly I ilse.”” 
( 


‘'TATRMAN. Just inaccurate ? 





accura 


*. Forp. In fact, I will per 


Mr Matson of perjury. I am stati 


¢ + + ! nl . . 
or the facts, came ip here, as he has done tin and time again before, 


} ys rr 
zonally av tnis: hot fam not ¢: 





oe that he did not } ave nossession 


when I have had him under my jurisdictio1 

The CHatrMan. Give us the statements, one by one, that he made 
that were false or inaccurate. 

Mr. Forp. All right. 

The CHarrmMan. No. 1? 

Mr. Forp. No. 1: Mr. Matson testified that he recalled at least one 
instance where a document had been removed from a file. which docu- 
ment he originate ad. He dese ibed the invest FYATION as a sec itv case 
possibly involving communism, and as involving questionable activ- 
ities on the part of an officer in the Embassy; that he had asked that 
an investigation be made to determine how the letter got out of the 
file, and to his knowledge no action was ever taken on his request 
for an investigation to determine why the letter was missing from 
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the file, and that as far as he, Matson, knows, his original letter was 
never located. 

Phe inference, I feel, in this particular testimony is plain, that some- 
body removed it. 

Now, the facts are these: When I talked to Mr. Matson, I pulled 
the two files, the only places that this particular letter could be. 

No. 1 is the file on (Juito, iscuador, concerned with physical security, 
namely, coderoom construction, telephone tapping, instruments of 
Various types that might be placed into the embassy, and ] also 
checked the file on the individual that Matson told me that he had 
written this secret letter about from Quito, Ecuador, to the Depart 
ment. The lette r was adcdress d to an ex RBI agent, then in charge 
of the Foreign Service Security Branch. I showed Mr. Matson 
both of these file ~and asked him to locate the letter. He almost imme 
diately located in the physical file of Quito, Ecuador, the secret letter 
he has testified here was missing from the files. 

The Cuarrman. When did you do this? 

Mr. Forp. I did that the very first day I talked to him. The date 
when I first talked to him was actually 

The Cramrman. Was it after his testimony ? 

Mr. Forp. It was after his testimony. That is right. 

Che Cuatrrman. And you examined the personal file of the indi 
vidual upon whom he reported ? 

Mr. Forp. That is right. 

The Cuairman. And the material was not in that file? 

Mr. Forp. The material was not in that file, but Mr. Matson had 
been asked to rewrite it. 

The CHarrmMan. Wait, now. Do not get ahead of me. We will 
give you all the time in the world. 

Mr. Matson was then down reporting upon a certain individual, and 
ifter Mr. Matson testified, you say you and he examined this indi- 
vidual’s file? 

Mr. Forp. That is right. Both files. 

The Cuatrman. And then, after examining the individual’s file, 
you say you pulled the file on Quito, Ecuador. Is that right? 

Mr. Forp. That is right, sir. 

The Cnatrraan. And did you find the material in that file? 

Mr. Forp. Yes; right there. 

The Cuatrman. Was Mr. Matson with you? 

Mr. Forp. Yes: he was. 

The Cuatrman. So you say that that is a false statement on his 
part. 
~ Mr. Forp. T didn’t say it was a false statement. I say it is an 
naccurate statement. 

The CuarrMan. Well, he testified before this committee, and you 
perhaps did not read the testimony—— 

Mr. Forp. I read the testimony. 

The CuarmmMan. He testified that he came back and examined this 
individual’s file: that the material was not in it. 

Mr. Matson, if I am incorrect in this, will you correct me? As I 
understand, you testified you first examined the file, and you found 
the document which you sent back. You later examined his personnel 
file, and found it was not there. Was that your testimony ? 

Mr. Matson. Yes, sir. 
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The Cuamman. Is _ at still your testimony ? 

Mr. Matson. Yes, s 

The CHairMaAn., xa do you have any way of knowing, in view 
of the fact that you say you have no numbering system—do you have 
eny way of knowing who had removed this material from the person- 
nel file, and, as you say, put it over in the Quito, Ecuador, file? 

Mr. Forp. I will say it went to the Quito, Ecuador, file, and could 


have been placed in either file. Actually, what should have been 
done is that a duplicate copy should have been placed in the man’s 
file. It concerned not only the man himself, but 1t cont: Lined ite ms 


on wire tapping, and an alien clerk at the particular Embeasy which 
would be logically material which could have gone into both files. 

The Cuamman. Now, we will go back to the question. Mr. Matson 
said that he examined the personnel file of this individual 

Mr. For. That is right. 

The Cuatrman. And found his report in that file—— 

Mr. Forp. Not the personnel file. He examined the Quito, Keuador 
file and the personnel file. He found his report in the Quito, Ecuador, 
physical security file. 

The CHatrmMan. Will you listen to me now ? 

Mr. Forp. Yes, sir. 

The CrarrmMan. And will you let me finish the question? 

Mr. Forp. I am sorry, sir. 

The CuHatrman. Mr. Matson has testified—and if I am incorrect 
in this, Mr. Matson, correct me—that he examined the personnel file 
of the individual involved when he returned from Ecuador; that he 
found his report in that file; that subsequently he examined the same 
versonnel file and found the material had disappeared. 

Now, do you say that Mr. Matson was not telling us the truth when 
he gave us that te stimony ¢ ¢ And if so, what proof do you have that 
he was lying to us? 

Mr. Forp. What proof do I have? I have only the proof that the 
letter is in that file. There is material both in front of it and in 
back of it. There is no indication that it has ever been removed. 
And I have loyal, very loyal emp loyees in my own area, and I know 
all of the people that were working up there, so if any one of them 
would have removed it, it was for a purpose. I don’t see any point 
in the fact if it were or were not removed temporarily. 

The CHatrman. It is a fairly important point, and you accuse the 
witness of giving us some facts that are not true. Now you say that 
you later found that it was not in the personnel file. You found it in 
the Quito, Ecuador, file. You have told us you have no way of know- 
ing when material is removed from a file or put into a file, unless 
you trust those loyal employees that you talk about. 

Mr. Forp. I do. I have great respect for them. 

The Cuatrman. At this time you have been accusing Mr. Matson 
of telling us an untruth, or of inaccuracy. 

Mr. Forp. An inaccuracy. I didn’t say an untruth. 

The Cuarrman. Do you know when that material was taken from 
the personnel file and moved over and put in the Quito, Ecuador, file? 

Mr. Forp. I do not know. It might have been in an assignment 
status for a i of some weeks. I don’t know. In 1949 this hap- 
pened. I was out in Mexico City then. 
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The Cuainman. All right. I do not like to waste too much time, 
but this is a pretty serious charge you made against Mr. Matson. 

Mr. Forp. I haven’t made any charge against him at all. I just say 
he has stated inaccurately, and he has, and he left an inference up 
here, and I know what was intended by it. 

The Cramman. Mr. Ford, let me repeat, Mr. Matson’s testimony 
was that he saw the report in the file, he examined the file subsequently, 
and it had disappeared. We are speaking of the personnel file. Do 
you have any way of knowing that is not true, except that you later 
found this material in a different file? 

Mr. Forp. I didn’t say it was in a different file. It is in the same 
file where Matson said it was not. It is Mr. Matson’s word against 
mine at this point. 

The CuatrMan. Have you read Matson’s testimony ? 

Mr. Forp. Yes, I have. 

The CHarrMan. It is your story now that Mr. Matson’s testified it 
was not inthe Ecuador file? 

Mr. Forp. That is my recollection of it, yes. 

The Cuamrman. Well, it is your recollection. You are making a 
charge. Did youexamine the testimony ? 

Mr. Forp. Yes; I examined the testimony. 

The Crarrman. Will the staff examine the testimony? I would 
like to know whether he was testifying with regard to the personnel 
file. That ismy recollection. 

Were you testifying, Mr. Matson, in regard to the personnel file? 

Mr. Matson. At this time it was the security file. 

Mr. Forp. That is what I said, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Now, Mr. Ford, did you know that Mr. Matson 
said that after the original letter could not be found he was asked to 
reproduce the letter as best he could from his memory ¢ 

Mr. Forp. Yes; that is true. 

The CuatrmMan. And is that the second letter that he reproduced 
that you found in the file, or the original letter ? 

Mr. Forp. The second letter that he wrote is in the personnel] file 
of the individual, and it is right there, and John Matson will tell you 
it is there. 

The CuHarrman. He has already told you that. 

Mr. Forp. Hmmh? 

The CratrMan. Will you try and listen to my question? You said 
you found the letter in the Quito, Ecuador, file, the letter referred to 
by Mr. Matson. 

Mr. Forp. That is right. 

The CatrMan. Mr. Matson has stated that he reproduced the orig- 
nal letter. 

Mr. Forp. That is right. 

The Cuamman. When it could not be found. 

Mr. Forp. Yes. 

The CrarrMan, Are you now referring to the reproduction or the 
original letter ? 

Mr. Forp. I am referring to the fact that the reproduction that he 
made from memory, when he said he was not able to find this particu- 
lar letter in the Quito, Ecuador, file after having once seen it there, 
was in the file of the individual, the security file of the individual, as 
distinguished from the physical security file on Quito, Ecuador. 





STATE DEPARTMENT—FILE SURVEY 135 


The CHAIRMAN. We will try once more. 

You said you found this letter in the Quito, Ecuador, file. By “this 
letter” do you refer to the original letter which Mr. Matson wrote 
from South America, from Ecuador, or do you refer to the reproduc- 
tion of it? 

Mr. Forp. I refer to the original letter, signed by Mr. Matson. 

The Cuatrman. Now, do you know when that was taken out of the 
personnel file and put in the Quito, Ecuador, file? 

Mr. Forpv. Do I know when it was taken out ? 

The CHatrMaNn. Yes. 

Mr. Forp. Actually I don’t even know that it went to the personnel 
file. What I think happened, frankly, is that someone read there in 
that file two items, namely, one on the individual and one of physical 
security, and decided it should be placed in the physical-security file. 

The CuatrMan. I give up. Let us go on to the next one. 

Mr. Forp. The second testimony 

The CHatrrMan. Just a minute. I think we should identify this 
man as Colantonio, from the testimony of Mrs. Balog, page 4106: 





Mrs. BALoG. Now, several years ago Security got very security minded about 
my files. And I made 13 moves in 7 years, and I have been cleared every time, 
securitywise, and they had sent a Mr. Ambrose there to make a physical survey 
of my file room as to its being secure enough. He then called Mr. Colantoniv, 
who was my immediate superior, over to Security. And he assured him that 
to his knowledge nothing had ever been removed from our files, and he also said, 
“Mrs. Balog will back me on that.” And he came back in the file room in front 
of Mrs. Roley and myself, and he said, “I told him we were in the clear. Nothing 
has ever been removed from those files.” And he said, “And you will back me up 
on that.” I said, “I am sorry, Mr. Colantonio, but I can’t do that.” 

Now let us go on to the next inaccuracy. 

Mr. Forp. O. K. The next testimony that Mr. Matson gave in open 
session before this committee was to the following effect: that some- 
one had been sent over to the Foreign Service personnel file room by 
Mr. Victor Purse, an assistant to Mr. Humelsine, Deputy Under Secre- 
tary of State for Administration, to remove certain documents from 
a Foreign Service officer’s file who recently had resigned under charges 
involving unusual morals; that he, Mr. Matson, is sure no notation 
was placed in the file indicating that the material had been removed, 
and the fact that it was merely removed indicated that they, the Of- 
fice of Administration, were not interested in putting in a slip saying 
it had been removed. 

The fact, as disclosed by as impartial an investigation as | know how 
to make in this matter, is strictly this: 

The personnel file of the offic Cor in question, who had prev ously re- 
signed for morals reasons, has been checked, and this check reveals 
that the personnel file was charged out to Mr. Victor A. Purse. Mrs. 
Balog, the files supervisor, when questioned by us—if you want a 
signed statement from her I would be glad to get it—indicated that 
she was certain that no one stated that the file was being picked up to 
vet certain material out of it. 

Mr. Matson told me himself that what he was testifying to was what 
he had overheard of a tailend of a conversation that Mrs. Balog was 
having with the area, the Administration area. Mr. Purse’s duties 
were of such a nature that he was authorized to examine confidential 
personnel files. In fact, he has congressional inquires concerning 
the location of individuals or status, how they are doing, and so forth. 
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The Cuainman. Who is Mr. Purse ? 

Mr. orp. Mr. Victor Purse was assistant to Mr. Humelsine. What 
his present duties and title are, I don’t know. 

Phe Cuairman. So that after this man resigned on morals grounds, 
Victor Purse took his file: is that correct ? 

Mr. Forp. Yes. He had an Inquiry from the outside. I don’t know 
whether it was congressional or what it was. 

Phe Cuairman. You don’t know why he took it? 

Mr. Forp. Yes, I know why he took it. He had an outside inquiry 
concerning where he was, 0} how he was doing. and he found out this 


He found out that the man is dead, and what in the world could he 


v £) 
be wanting to do, subversive wise, with a dead man’s file? 
The CHairman. And you claim that material was not removed Trom 


Mr. Forp. Mrs. Balog said— 

The CHatrmMan. What is your claim? Your finding? 

Mr. Forp. We find nothing was removed, but, as we have told you 
here before, the material is not serialized, and we get right back to 
the same question : there is no guaranty one way or the other, othe 
han the personnel you have dealing with those files, as to whether 1 
as or has not been removed. 

The CHAIRMAN. So you have no way ot know ing W hether SOT eth he 
has been removed ? 

Mr. Forp. I have no way of knowing, but I will say this: that it 
would be awfully stupid for anyone to be wanting to do anything 
subversive with reference to a dead man’s file. 

Che CHATRMAN. Stupidity over there, though. cloes not seem to be 
the « xception, but the rule. 

Senator Jackson. Well, on this, Mr. Ford, if I may break in a 
second, I do not think it logically follows that there would not be 
any reason to take something from this particular file simply because 
the man is dead. 

Mr. Forp. What purpose could it serve, sir? Give me a few 
reasons, 

Senator Jickson. Sure. I will give you a purpose. 

Mr. Forp. All right. Good. 

Senator Jackson. That is why I want to caution you about making 
broad statements that way. Because the statement in the file might 
implicate somebo ly else. 

Mr. Forp. There is no statement in that file. As I told you, the 
individual resigned because of homosexual reasons. 

Senator Jackson. You see, it does not follow that because a man 
is dead, somebody would not want to remove something from the 
file, because the statements in there might implicate other people. 

Mr. Forp. If anyone else is implicated in there. I know darned 
good and well that Bob Ryan is my contact point on all of this material] 
concerning homosexuality, and would immediately send it over and 

ay “John, here is something I think you should follow a lead 
down on.” 

Senator Jackson. I think you have given a generally satisfactory 
statement about this matter, but the fact is that no one can prove 
whether anything was missing. But I do not think you would want 
to have in the record the fact that because a man is dead that would 
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preclude any motive on the part of anyone to remove anything from 
al file. Because there could be some mot ives. 

Mr. Forp. There could be. I will agree with you on that. There 
could be some motives, yes. But I have the entire homosexual file in 
my office. I know who handled the case with me. And I have seen 
the file, and I know generally that there is nothing that has come in. 
We have a system that if anything comes in on security, it would go 
over to us. 

Senator Jackson. I just want to have the assurance that a ctate- 
ment in the file could involve other people, and I think that the fact 
that the person has passed away that is involved in that particular 
case would not necessarily mean that there would not be any motive 
on the part of anyone to remove something. 

Mr. Forp. One of my own officers had occasion, just about the 
same time, to pull that file. And he knows for a fact that there is 
nothing | in there, that nothing has ever come in on that individual. 

The Cuarrman. You referred to Bob Ryan. Is that the same Mr. 
Bob Ryan who presented the award to Mr. Acheson for his outstand- 
ing service the day he left the State Department ? 

Mr. Forp. I never knew that Bob Ryan ever presented any award 
to Mr. Acheson. I have been out of the country. 

The CuHarrmman. Is that the same Bob Ryan? 

Now, Mr. Ford, you talked about the man being dead and that 
therefore there would be no reason to tamper with his file. 

You are aware of the testimony to the effect that the letters of 
Duggan, D-u-g-g-a-n, were removed from the file after Duggan was 
dead ¢ 

You are aware of that testimony? 

Mr. Forp. Yes; I am aware of it. In fact, that is one of the leads 
we are running down now. It takes a long time to run down a lead of 
that type. I think Don Surine would bear me out if he is up here. It 
is a hard thing to prove, and I intend to prove if it is true. 

The Cuarrman. Duggan was dead when this was removed from the 
file ? 

Mr. Forp. I don’t know that. All I know is that testimony has 
been given to that effect. You have to try to find out the rest of the 
facts. 

The CuHatrmMan. Now, you are talking about a file that Mr. Victor 
Purse had. You tell us, 1 believe, that you think the file was complete, 
and that Mr. Matson was not giving us the correct fact when he said 
material had been removed. Do you have any way, as of this moment, 
of telling us definitely whether the file is complete or not? Is there any 
way of knowing whether material had been removed from a file where 
Mr. Matson stated it had been removed ? 

Mr. Forp. I can tell you this: Where there is reference to another 
piece of correspondence that is in there, yes. But to answer your 
question fairly and honestly, you know the file is not serialized, and 
if a piece of correspondence comes into the file that has no reference to 
any other correspondence in it, surely it could be removed and no one 
would know about it. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, you can remove a dozen, 2 dozen, 
3 dozen documents from a file—— 

Mr. Forp. Well, I can remove material very easily from a serialized 


file. 
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The Cuairman. Try and stay with me for a minute, will you? 

Mr. Forp. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. We are talking about this file described by Matson. 
Matson said certain material had been removed. 

Mr. Forp. That is right. 

The Carman. You say that is inaccurate. My question is this: 
Is it not true that 6, 12, 18, 24 eens are have been removed from 
that file and you would have no way of knowing that it had been 
removed, unless the man took them ‘out, and left a slip there saying, 
“Mr. Ford, I stole fro m oe file ¢ 

Mr. Forp. Actually, 6, 12, 15 documents—it would depend on wheth- 
er or not there were any references to any other document. If there 
were no references, yes, they could be removed. And even if the file 
was serialized, you could remove documents, especially carbon copies 
of documents. There is no way—and I have been in security work 
for a long time—there is no way to guarantee that material cannot or 
will not be removed from a file. You must rely on the people that you 
have working on these files. 

The Cuamman. Now, do you have substantially the same filing sys 
tem over in the Security Division that you have in Mrs. Balog’s files? 

Mr. For. No; there is a different filing system generally. In fact, 
about a year and a half ago, or about a year ago, actually, since I 
worked in FBI files myself when I was in law school, I went over there 
to study the FBI files system. And we have right now in the budget 
pending a request for about $20,000 to combine certain indexes, and 
we have started generally on a serialization system. 

The Cuatrman. Try and get back to my question. The question 
is: Do you have substantially ‘the same filing system in Security as you 
have in Mrs. Balog’s files? 

Mr. Forp. Substantially; no. Because—— 

The Cuatrman. Just try and answer my questions. We have an- 
other hearing at 4:30. Do you have any system of serialization in 
Security ¢ 

Mr. Forp. Any system of serialization? You can call an index 
card a system of serialization; yes. IF'BI reports coming over to us 
are indexed on an index card with the individual’s name, so that we 
will know the date of the FBI report that is received. 

The Cuatrman. Do you have the sheets of paper in the file num- 
bered ? 

Mr. Forp. Do we have the sheets of paper in the file numbered? 
No; we do not. 

The Cuarrman. So that if I were to get into your Security Sec- 
tion 

Mr. Forp. I don’t think you could get in there. It is alarmed. 

The CHarrmMan. Well, wait a minute. Some unusual people have 
been in there. I might even be able to get in. 

Mr. Forp. Allright. I will bet you on that. 

The Cuarrman. Now, if I get into your Security Section, and if 
I were to remove some of those sheets of paper from the file, those 
unnumbered sheets of paper, unless you could remember what was 
in that file you would not know that I had removed the material. 

Mr. Forp. I could go to the index card and find on the index card 
itself the list of the FBI material that came over. 
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The CiatrMan. Say it was not an FBI report. 

Mr. Forp. I would SLY “ves,” it you can get into my file room 
through the burelar a vlarm systen l th: it is on that door, you can remove 
some material and we won't be able to fin . it. 


The CuarmrMan. Well, anyone in your Department who has access 
to the files could also remove files from the security files the same as 
they can remove material from Mrs. Balog’s files, and unless you 


remembered what was In that file, you would have no way of knowing. 


Mr. lor. Oh, ves. We have another Way ot knowing, too: be- 
cause copies of our reports that we, ourselves, keep are in our field 
oftices in the United States, and there are about 21 of them. Soif we 
have any doubt about the comp yleteness of the file, we could always 
check with one of our field offices and find out. 

The CuHarrmMan. Well, how about the field office? Can you remove 
the material from the field office file? Or do they have a better 
system ¢ 

Mr. Forp. They have some individual systems. Up in New York, 
as I recall, a serialization system has been installed a long time ago. 

The Cuarrman. I asked you a question a minute ago about Mr. 
Robert Ryan being a man who presented the award to Mr. Acheson, 
the farewell award, when he left the Department, because of his out- 
standing service. I now hand you a picture of Mr. Acheson and the 
man to his immediate right, and ask if that is the Robert Ryan that 
you refer to? 

Mr. Forp. I think it is Mr. Ryan; yes. But I don’t see the signifi- 
cance of it, unless there are some aspersions being cast at Mr. Ac heson. 

The Cuarrman. Your answer is “Yes”? That is the same Bob 
Ryan ? 

Mr. Forp. Is that the same Bob Ryan? I say it looks like him. 
I couldn’t swear that it is, sir. But I will take your word for it that 
itis. It looks a little faded out here, frankly. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Ford, you have done considerable investigating 
work, have you? 

Mr. Forp. Yes; I have, sir. 

The Cuarrman. We have an order that was put out by you on the 
18th of this month. I understand it was drafted after the Depart- 
ment was notified that we were investigating the Voice of America 
and calling witnesses. It is a memorandum to all employees, from 


John W. Ford. 


The attached memorandum is being directed to all employees of the Office 
of Security. I cannot stress too strongly the importance of this directive and 
its significance to the Department. 

I must insist that each employee adhere strictly to these instructions, and 
any deviation should be called to my personal attention for decision. 

Do you recall that memorandum ? 

Mr. Forpv. Yes, I do. Do you want to know how it operates? 

The Cuarrman. I just want you to answer the question, for the time 
being, if you will, please. 

Mr. Forp. But I want to show the cooperation we have extended. 

y 
You can ask Mr.—— 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Ford, we have a meeting at 4:30. This com- 
mittee has an executive session. I am going to insist that you answer 
my questions. If there is something you want to put in the record 
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by way of an extension of your remarks, any further statement, we 
will be glad to let you put it in the record. 

Mr. Forp. I am sorry, sir. 

The Cuamman. You can hand a copy of that to the press if you 
care to. But there are certain questions which I must ask you, and 
I must insist on an answer. 

Mr. Forp. All right. Iam sorry, sir. 

The Cramman. Now, in section 3, first comparing this to the 
memorandum put out by the Voice of America, the Voice put out 
i. directive ordering all of its employees to cooperate fully with us. 
hey ordered the employees to appear when requested, either in 
formally or by subpena by our council or by members of the com- 
mittee. That is very important to us. As a result of this, our staff 
mterre wated roughly a hundred Voice employees over in New York. 
\s a result of that, we were able to save a vast amount of money, 
because if we had to eall the hundred individuals down here it would 
have cost a considerable amount and would have taken months to 
et them before the committee. 

We thought that was very good cooperation on the part of the 
Information Program. 

We find however, that you issued an order. And I am not inti- 
mating that you are responsible for it. The testimony here has been 
that someone else was responsible for it. This provides— 


that it is a matter of individual employee discretion as to whether he talks in- 
formally with a member of a committee or subcommittee staff without a Senator 
being present 

Now, it has been testified that this is the first time that such an order 

is ever been issued; in other words, that the employees can decide 
whether or not they will tell our investigators to go to the devil or 
whether they will talk to them. Do you feel this will hamper the 
work of this committee ? 

Mr. Forp, IT will say it definitely will not hamper the work of this 
committee, and I will cite as an example, as I tried to before, when one 
of Ny officers up in the Voice of America called in fact. you were 
trying to find him, and [ instructed him to get in touch with you and 
cooperate with you. 

The Cuamman. Why do you not issue the same order, or why does 
not your Department issue the same order, that the Voice issued, say- 
ing: “Cooperate with the committee. Have your employees talk to 
the investigators” ¢ 

Mr. Forp. I think that the purpose of the order is solely to insure 
that a superior is notified. 

Phe CuamMan. Do you want to revoke this section and provide 
that they merely notify their superiors when our staff members talk 
to them ? 

Mr. Forp. I have no authority to do that. 

The CuamMan. Do you think it should be revoked ? 

Mr. Forp. I do not, because I do not think it enters one iota into 
the work of any investigating committee. I can assure you of my 
cooperation in that respect. 

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, you think you should leave it up 
to the various employees to decide whether they should talk to the 
investigators or not ? 
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Mr. Forp. Any emp loyees of yours tha come to my people I will 
tell them to “go ahead and cooperate with them as well as you can.” 

The CHAIRMAN. Why t he order, if you say they can talk to t the in- 
vestigators anyway ¢ 1 

W hy do you give them this a vuthority ? 

Mr. For. Joa blanketly say, “You can go ahead and talk to 
them’? 

The CuarrMan,. You are not as stupid as you try to make out. You 


could not be. You cae. in order here, a new order. There must have 
been some reason for issuing it. It is an order which says the State 
Department employees can refuse to talk to the ve tigators of any 
congressional committee if they see fit. Now, your position is that 


that order should remain in existence ? 

Mr. Forp. I think the order should remain in existence, because I 
assure you It will not hay iper, and if I find any instance of it, I will 
be glad to assist you in getting it straightened out. 

The Cuarrman. I give up. 

Unless someone else has some questions, you may step down. 

Senator McCuietian. If the order was not intended to hamper, 
what was the purpose of giving it? It certainly does not help. T 
ge neral order Is out to the em p rloyees of this age cy to cooperate and 
to olive the information. How does this order he lp? 

Mr. Forp. I didn’t issue the order, sir. I just passed it on. 
Senator McCie.ian. M: ybe you did not. I am not saying you 
sued it. But I cannot quite reconcile your view that this order, that 
in effect rescinds another order that instructs the employees to co- 
operate, and tells them that you leave it to their discretion, is voing to 

be helpful. How would that help? 

Mr. l’orp. Well. as far as rescinding another ord re I thi k you are 
speakir ng of the International Information Administration order. 

Senator McCretian. That is right. 

Mr. Forp. I didn’t even know until I heard Mr. 
Senator McCietian. But how do you say t 
it in a wi ay that he ‘Ips the committee to eet cor yperation 

Mr. Forp. I can only say again: It would only hamper—well, ac 
tually it doesn’t hampe oT. bec: ause it— 

Senator McCLe.tian. Well, it does if the employee in his “et aa n 
refuses to talk. Would that not hamper the committee’s efforts ? 

Mr. Forp. There would be ho employee nT the De spartmen { a State, 

Senator McCietian. Well, if no one would do it, why did you issue 
the order ¢ 

Mr. Forp. I didn’t issue it, sir. 

Senator McCLe.tian. Well, what purpose does the order serve / 

Mr. Forp. I don’t know. I didn’t issue it. I don’t know what 
the purposes are of the people who issued it. 

The ( ‘HAIRMAN. May I say for the benefit of Senator McClellan 
and the others that the staff informs me that this order has already had 
a serious effect. that witnesses we have asked to come down and talk 
to the committee have refused to do so, giving as their grounds the 
action in the Matson case and the order that has been issued 

Mr. Ford, if you have anything further, you can put it in the record. 

Mr. Forp. Yes, sir. 

May I put my statement in the record? 


his order imple ments 


' 


©9918 5 pt. 2 o 
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The Cuatrman. You may put that in the record, and if you care 
to give copies to anyone you certainly may do that. 

(The statement referred to was marked “Supplemental Data No. 
1” and may be found in the appendix on p. 143.) 

The CuHarrman. We have a meeting here at 4:30, so I am going to 
have to ask that the press and everyone else leave the room. It is an 
executive session. 

(Whereupon, at 4: 25 p. m., Friday, February 20, 1953, the commit- 
tee proceeded in executive session.) 
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PPENDIX 


SUPPLEMENTAL DATA 
No. 1 


STATEMENT OF JOHN W. Forpv, Direcror, Orricre or SECURITY, 
DEPARTMENT OF STAT! 


This is my first experience with a congressional committee, and I 
Waht to assure this cor nmittee of ny fullest Coopers ation in endeavor ing 
toe xpl: un as honestly and sincere ly as I know how the facts that I have 
obtained as a result of my own investigation during the past 6 weeks 
with respect to some of the allegations which have been made. 

In order that the committee may know something about my back- 
ground, | wish to state that I am a former special agent of the FBI, 
wt Reserve officer in Military Intelligence; that I left the FBI in 1947 
to come with the security program of the State Department and for 
the next eS ee D years served overseas in the Foreion Service 
as attaché at Caracas, Mexico City and Paris. I have performed 
security poet in approximately 80 foreign posts, including service 
behind the Iron Curtain, and have been in charge of the De ~partment’s 
Security Office for appro xlnate Ly 6 months. 

I know that the reasons for the reassignment of Mr. Matson. special 
agent of the Washington field office, is of particular interest and con- 
cern to this committee, and I intend to go into that fully. I want to 
be fair and honest with reference to Mr. Matson, whom I have known 
since early 1947 w hen we entered the Foreign Service together. Later. 
in 1949, Mr. Matson was assigned to me at Mexico City and worked 
under my direct supervision for 10 months. I had been told by 
Washington that he was on probation ; that he had gotten into diff 
culties in his previous post of assignment. I have since confirmed 
that the reason he was on probation was because of his difficulties in 
Colombia. These difficulties resulted generally from a lack of judg- 
ment, a tendency to accept criticism of his ideas as criticism of security, 
wb persec ution comp lex, and a tende ‘ney to slant his re ports according 
to preconceived opinions and ideas not based on fact. He had a cloak 
and dagger concept of security work. He was recommended for dis- 
missal and according to his statements made to me he was permitted 
to come to Me xico City to serve under me as a result of White Hous se 
influence. My initial experiences with him in Mexico City were such 
that I spent many nights going over reports he had written to help 
him correct inaccuracies. I found Mr. Matson at times to be a good 
security survey officer and at times a good investigator, but I did find 
also that he could not report accur: ately what he had done. During 
his initial time in Mexico C ity he would re peatedly report cone lusions 
and opinions rather than facts. By the time I left Mexico City for 
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Europe, there was improvement in Mr. Matson’s reporting work and 

{ rated him iccorad noly. rom my knowledge of his work subsequent 

he time that [ departed from Mex co City for Kurope, I understand 

ere W reoccurrence of the same deficiencies, however, with still 

( sional eood work on his part. Kor this reason he has not been 
tea, He has nevel received an efficiency report of excellent. 

i mention the foregoing sok ly because I feel it is pertinent to a 


proper evaluation of some of the testimony he has given before this 


ee, I ( rt to p tout and reempha ze that I do not believe 
Mr. Mat willfully testified to a falsehood, but I do say that he has 
very serio tuat not testified accurately because he was 
t of the ] ict - little knowle ive 1S sometimes 
dangel . Where Mr. Matson has testified accurately, as disclosed 
\ mipart il investigation of t ie Situation, I will tell the commit- 
Where I have been | by mv investigation to date to deter- 
e definitely whether he testifies Ack irately or not, I will likewise 

I } O} mittee. 


ULTS OF INVESTIGATION OF ALLEGATIONS MADE BY MR. MATSON IN 
PUBLIC SESSION 


, J 9. 4 ,° . . . os 
l/ Va SO \ N MLONY re MISSING Se } report 


Mr. Matson testified that he recalled at least one instance where a 
qocun it had been removed from a file, which document he originated. 
He described the investigation as a security case possibly involving 
commu! m and is Involving questionable activities on the part of an 
olicer of an Embassy; that he asked that an investigation be made to 
determine how the letter got out of the file, and to his knowledge no 

O was ever tf iken on his request for an investigation to determine 


why the letter was missing from the file, and that as far as he, Matson, 


OW his original letter was never located. 
TaACTS 
Immediately upon learning of Mr. Matson’s testimony as above, and 
( dentifying through Mr. Matson the particular case that he was 
of, I pull d the file of the ofiicer con erning whom Mr. Matson 
‘d he had written a report. I also pulled the physical security 
vey file (a file concerned with coderoom security safeguards and 
othe r phy sical protection of a post) on the post ot Quito, Ecuador. 
| e two files were shown to Mr. Matson and he examined them. His 
ret letter of 1949, which included information of physical and 
ech cal secur Ivy, Was clet¢ rmined by him to be on file in the physical 
ecurity survey file on Ecuador and was not missing as he claimed. 
extensive investigation was made of the allegations contained in 
Mir. Matson’s original letter and they were found to be without 
substantiation. 
Vr. Matson’s te stimony re garding paper be ing removed from file of 


individual who resiqned unde charge 8 involving unusual morals 


Mr. Matson testified in public session that someone had been sent 
ver to the Foreign Service personnel file room by Mr. Victor Purse, 
an assistant to Mr. Humelsine, Deputy Under Secretary of State for 
\dministration, to remove certain documents from a Foreign Service 
officer's file who recently had resigned under charges involving un- 
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usual morals; that he, Mr. Matson, is sure no notation was placed in 
the file indicating that the material had been removed, and the fact 
that it was merely removed indicated that they (the Office of Admin 
istration) were not interested in putting in a slip saying it had been 
removed. 


T he fac fs 
The personnel file of the offi er question who had previously re 

signed tor morals reasons has been checked. ‘I his check reveals that 
the personnel file was charged out to Mr. Victor A. Purse. Mrs. Balog, 
file supervisor, when questioned, indicated that she was certain that 
no one stated that the file was being picked up to get certain mate al 
out of it. Mr. Purse’s duties were of such a nature that he was au 
thorized to examine confide tial person e] files. He received the file, 
examined it, and ascertained that the officer was deceased. He there 
upon returned the file to the file room from which it had been 
withdrawn. 


Mr. Matson’s t ¢ stimony in re gard. tA De part rent giving a clearance To 


AnOTNhEC? Se nsiti "2 AGENCY in CASE } in indi 2d) al who had resigne d 
trom State under chai Oe Soy, U nusual morals 
Mr. Matson testified that he recalls one instance where the removal 
of documents from the files of Foreign Service personnel resulted in 
the giving of clearance by the Dx partment of State and the P1Vil o of 
a favorable recommendation by the Department to another sensitive 
Government agency of a person who had resigned from the State De 
partment under charges of unusual morals. 
T he facts 
Mr. Matson was req ested to identify the case and On doing SO, a 
thorough investigation was made of the matter. The individual was 
not separated from the State Department under charges of unusual 


morals. 


Mr. Mats "so testimony in regard to a letter of clearance on a homo- 
al being signed by a woman who resigned under the sai 
C/ te 


Mr. Matson in further testifying with reference to the above situa- 


ion, and in answer to the query as to who it was who subsequently 

i i , 

signed letters of endorsement ror that Hay d al refer ne to the 
pM t pd 

situation above) stated that he did not recall who sioned the letters, 


but that he happened to know that the individual who did was a womat 
in the Department of State who ilso rece tly resigl ed under the same 


ges that the mAtl ha { apparel Livy resigned under. 


+ why . 
type of Chal 
vi 


betee shied 
Z he tacts 
The man referred to in the above testimony did not resign under 


charges of any ty pe. A check of the letters of clearance show that they 
were not written by the woman separated for morals reaso1 


Mr. Matson’s te stimony regarding Han ry W olf 

As related by the chairman in questioning Vladimir I. Toumanoff, 
Mr. Matson testified that a man named (Harry) Wolfe, an adminis 
trative oflicer in Germany, was rated “unsat isfactory” by three si per- 
visors and sent back to be fired; that he was asked for by Mr. Tou- 
manofl’s section and later Mr. ‘Toumanoff recommended him for a 
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raise. And still later, Mr. Wolfe was in a position to recommend a 
raise for Mr. Toumanoff. 
The Facts 

1. Mr. Harry Wolfe, administrative officer in the Division of For- 

eion Service Personnel of the Department, has never been rated “un- 
sfactory” while employed in the Foreign Service or the Department 
of State. — 

29. Mr. Wolfe was transferred from the Foreign Service in Ger- 
many to the classified civil service of the Department of State in Wash- 
ington to accept a responsible position in the Division of Foreign 
Service Personnel. He was not returned to the United States to be 
fired. Tle chose to return to his native land of his own volition. 

8. No one in the Performance Measurement Branch of the Division 

Foreign Service Personnel ever requested that Mr. Wolfe be as- 
signed to that Branch. 

t. Mr. Toumanoff never recommended that a raise in salary be given 
Mr. Wolfe and never was in a position to do so. 

). Mr Wolfe never recommended that a raise Nn salary be oiven to 
Mi Poumanoff. The facts here are that the Chief of the Perform 

e Measurement Branch submitted a recom mendation Ms the Assist- 
ant Chief of the Division of Foreign Service Personnel that Mr. Tou 
manoff be transferred from the Foreign Service to the Departmental 
Service of the Department of State at an increase in salary. The 
Assistant Chief of the Division of Foreign Service Personnel ap 
proved the recommended action and forwarded it to Mr. Wolfe with 
instructions that the nece ssary action be taken. Mr. Wolfe, as a part 
of his duties as administrative officer in the Division of Foreign Serv- 

e Persor nel, was simply responsible for checking to see whet} her the 
necessary funds were available and for forwarding the essential facts 
to the Division of Departmental Personnel which was responsible for 
handling Departmental appointments under civil service. Mr. Wolfe 
neither had nor does he now have authority to take action granting 
an increase in salary to Mr. Toumanoff. 

Mr. Matson has testified about my conversations with him. I would 
like to say this: 

[ talked with him for approximately 3 hours on Saturday, Febru 
ary 7, 1953. For about 6 weeks prior to the time this committee 
tarted its investigation I had been conducting an extensive investiga- 
tion of the FP file room. In fact, only 2 or 3 di ays before John Mat- 
son testified in public session T had occasion to ask him if he had any 
further leads to suggest. I went over his public testimony with him, 
asking him to identify by name the specific cases he was referring to 
in his public testimony. He did so. He admitted he had not brought 
to my attention either directly or indirectly many of the situations he 
had testified about. Mr. Matson understood that he was under no 
duress, intimidation, or compulsion. 

On Monday, February 9, 1953, when I again talked with Mr. Mat- 
son, he told me that he felt his initial trouble in the Foreign Service 
was due to a conspiracy against him. He inferred that this conspiracy, 
in his opinion, was tied in with communism in the State Department. 

I told him that what I would like for him to do would be to write 
down everything that was on his mind and that I would investigate 
each and every facet of any allegation he might make either from 


. 
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personal knowledge or from review of any file he might have knowl- 
edge of, whether rumor, speculation, or personal opinion, and that if 
a conspiracy of any type were the reason for his earlier difficulty in the 
security program I would see that appropriate action was taken. He 
said he did not want to write down such a history because I would try 
to take everything he wrote and make a fool of him before the com 
mittee. I told him that I would take everything he wrote, investigate 
it, but that I had no intention of making a fool of him. He then said 
he would not agree to writing up such a history until after the com 
mittee was finished with him. 

Now as to the details of Mr. Matson’s reassignment: 

Morale was bad in the Personnel Division. The Director of the 
Office of Personnel informed me that the situation was very serious 
and that the people in Personnel were not able to adequ: ately perform 
their work. He informed me that this low morale was in large meas- 
ure due to fear resulting from the fact that the Personnel Division 
was under fire, and the general fe eling among employees of the Per- 
sonnel Division that Mr. Matson’s testimony before oe subcommittee 


in some instances had been partially correct and in some instances 
erroneous. I, myself, had discovered that certain of Mr. Matson’s 
statements were only half-true and some untrue. Now, again, I point 


out that I am not aecusing Mr. Matson of willful falsification. 
For these reasons, ] reassigned Mr. TR I made the decision 


on my own and it definitely was not intended in any sense whatever 
as are prisal action for his having testified, nor as an action which 
would interfere in any way with the investigation of this subcom- 


mittee. 
Mr. Matson has not been demoted and his availability to this com- 
mittee has not been reduced. 


No. 2 
STATEMENT OF JoHN E. Matson, Spectan AGEntT, Drviston or SecurtIry 
AND INVESTIGATIONS, DEPARTMENT OF STate, FeBRuARY 25, 1953 


I should like to take this opportunity to present a statement of facts 
prepared by me for the purpose of refuting various allegations made 
by Mr. Ford in his prepared statement and in his testimony and to 
prove that Mr. Ford was guilty of gross distortion of facts, misstate- 
ments, and untruths. 

The statement of facts will also contain information concerning the 
influence over foreign and personnel policies by unsuitable employees. 

In prese nting my facts, I shall commence with Mr. Ford’s prepared 
statement. 

COMMENTS OF MR, FORD'S PREPARED STATEMENT (P. 1, PAR. 3) 
Alle gations 

I know that the reasons for the reassignment of Mr. Matson, special agent of 
the Washington field office, is of particular interest and concern to this commit- 
tee, and I intend to go into that fully. I want to be fair and honest with reference 
to Mr. Matson, whom I have known since early 1947 when we entered the Foreign 
Service together. Later, in 1949, Mr. Matson was assigned to me at Mexico 
City and worked under my direct supervision for 10 months. I had been told 
by Washington that he was on probation ; that he had gotten into diffiulties in his 
previous post assignment. I have since confirmed that the reason he was on pro- 
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bation was because of his difficulties in Colombia. These difficulties resulted 


eenera from a la of judgment, a tendency to accept criticism of his ideas as 
crit of security, a persecution complex, and a tendency to slant his reports 
rding to preconceived opinions and ideas not based on fact. He had a cloak- 
and ver concept of securit or] He was recommended for dismissal and 
ling s itements made to me he Was permitted to come to Mexico City 


{ erve under me as resu f WW e House influence. My initial experiences 
n Mexico City were such that I spent many nights going over reports he 

d him corres na racic I found Mr. Matson at times to 
be a d security-survey ofticer and at times a good investigator, but I did find 

could not report ac rately what he had done. During his initial 

( Me o City he w d repeatedly report conclusions and opinions rather 

By the time I ft M City for Europe, there was improvement 

‘i M ns reporting work and I rated him accordingly From my knowl- 
( rk subsequent to e time that I departed from Mexico City for 
hurope I ders nd there was reoccurrence of the same deficiencies, however, 

occasional g 1 wor n his ] t For this reason he has not been 
pro ed. He has never received an efficiency report of “Excellent.” 

I mention the foregoing lely because I el it is pertinent to a proper evalua 
tio! f some of the testimony he has given before this committee I desire to 
point out | reemphasize that I do not believe Mr. Matson willfully testified 
I I sel xd, but I ao say that e has in yme very erious situations not testi 
f irutely because he was not in possession of the full facts—a little knowl- 
edge metimes dangerou Where Mr. Matson has testified accurately, as dis- 
( 1) ! ( g situat I will tell the committee 
VW I ( een U e by my gate date to detern e definitely 
Whether } estif Lc tely or not, 1 will likewise inform the committee. 


The allegations contained in this paragraph are for the main part 


cross distortions of truth or untruths. Without going into each spe- 
( illegatr it t] point, I should like to place on record excerpts 
from the following letters of commendation and other pertinent docu- 
ments concerning my background as a security officer in the Depart- 
ment and Foreign Service during the period 1947-53. Explanatory 
comments are also included 


| Letter addressed to me at Bogota, Colom! ne dated March a8 

11 Washineton., PD ig ed “John D. Doer, Chief Special 
Agent (Chief of Security Officer Program)” 

\ ve ire good. They represent real knowledge and appreciation of 

req em s and show that you have gt into the many 


remarks were contained in a routine letter from my chief. 
Letter to me at Bogota, dated August 10, 1948, from Caracas, 


I st returned from a trip to Habana, Port-au-Prince, and Ciudad Tru- 


Haver d time vet to stop at any of the small posts. I have heard 
bout the work you did in Bogota and believe our program has 


e comments are contained in a personal letter from John W. 
Ford. now Director of the Office of security, Department of State. 

3. Letterto meat Bogota, dated March 5, 1949, from Athens, Greece, 
sioned “Ralph O. True, Jr., Area Security Officer”: 


I eceipt of your letter of November 3, 1948, and must admit that I am 


e! ed at not having answered it before now. I have heard about you 
Al ‘ ood work you have een doing through several sources, but from one 
in pat l 2 that was Gen. Marshall Carter, special aide to former Secre- 





| 
: 


. 
. 
3 
4 
4 
} 





tary Marshall General ¢ er told me about the sple1 1 manner in which you 
handled the situation that arose duri! Secretary M s visit to B ta. 
I know what a responsibility you had and assure 1 that they were most thank- 
ful for your assistance and the precautions you took at that time. Such good 
thinking on the part of the area st y officet the thir t] is going to put 

er more easily ou program note that vou ve ] ide much prozeress 


With this program 
Clammenés 

Remarks contained in this letter were part of a personal letter from 
the officer in questir hh. . 

1. Official letter to me at Bogoté., Colombia. dated . _ 14, 1949, 
from Washington, D. C., signed “Merrill M. Blevins, . Forei on 


Service and Domestic Security” 





This letter is preceding forn orders which will go t this week for your 
recall to the Department for a period of consultatior Receiving these orders, 
I hope that you will understand that this office has no alter e but to « er 
your recall report of the Foreign S« ce ll ector constituted the con- 

usive factor in the action which was demanded in your cast 

I am looking forward to seeing you up your ival in Washington and hope 
that we will be able to find a solutior to your tro es wl h will be to the benefit 


of hoth. 


Clonument 

Later, Mr. Blevins explained to me in Washington during May 
1949 that my recall from Bogota was not based on the quality of 
my work, which he stated was excellent, but o1 »demand of Foreign 
Servic Anspector Gi orge J. Haeri go, 

5. Letter acl dressed to me atl Washi oton, D Ci dated May 26, 
L949, from Mexico ( ty, sioned “Jack \W. Ford, Regional Security 
Supervisor” 

I have reviewed ye reports, which I consid topnotch, and feel confident 
that any previous difficulty you may have had we can get ironed out. * * * lam 
recommending your assignment here. 


# 


Comments 
This letter was writtt 1 by John W. Ford. how Dire ‘tor of the Office 
of Security, 5 eatieata of State. It refutes his statement that 1 was 
assigned to him at Mexico while under probation as a result of being 
Incompetent, 
6. Letter of introduction, date «i August 30, 1949, at Wa ington, 
D. C., signed “Jim Rowley, Chief, White House Secret Servi : 


CORONEI Marc FELINO INURRI A. 
Director. Federal de Sequridad, Mexico City, Meric 

DEAR CoRONEL: The bearer, John Matson, is with the State Department and 
has just been assigned to the Embassy in Mexico City. I have asked him to eall 
upon you and make himself known, as I am confident that you might be able to 
help him if and when he has such probl mi 
your good organization. 

I have personally worked with John and have found him to be very courteous 
and trustworthy and entirely devoted to his work. I ll sincerely appreciate 
any courtesy or consideration you might extend to him during 
good city. 


Comments 

In Mr. Ford’s statement, he indicated that I had been recomn ) ded 
for dismissal and was permitted to go to Mexico City to serve under 
him asa result of White House influence. It should be explained that 
Mr. Rowley was sent to Bogota, Colombia, by the President during the 
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Bogota riots of 1948 to assist me in protecting the life of the Secretary 
of State. During this joint assignment with Mr. Rowley, we became 
well acquainted. Later, after my transfer to Washington, Mr. Rowley 
heard through an acquaintance of mine about the treatment I was 
being subjected to by the De partment of State. In indignation, after 
hearing the bac keroun d of my difficulties, he asked me to come and see 
him at the White House. After my story w: as told by him to one of the 
White House secretaries, a call was made in my be half to the office of 
Deputy Under Secretary John Peurifoy. This call and other help 
given by my former Chief in the Security Division—Robert L. Ban- 
nerman and others—resulted in my offic ial vindication of the infer- 
ences made by Inspector Haering in his re port on me and to my subse- 
quent assignment to Mexico as regional security officer under Mr. Ford. 

7. Letter addressed to me at Mexico C ity, dated November 18, 1949, 
from Barranquilla signed John L. Barrett, regional security officer 
(Mexico City > 


In Bogota I found physical conditions very good indeed. In fact, it is the 


best of any place I have yet seen either in Europe or Central America. <A 
number of people sent you their best wishes—some were sincere, others you can 
judge for yourself. One thing, you did not get the credit for your good work from 
the upper brackets, although a number of smaller fry said you have done a fine 
job and had gotten a dirty deal. My personal advice to you is to stay away from 
there until a clean slate of personnel has been made up. * * * In Cali I heard 
that when (Inspector) Haering hit that place, he was strictly gunning for 
you * * He made it very clear that Haering had blood in his eye for you. 


I have met several people that I sincerely liked and would like to see a lot more: 
Webb in Bogota, Hemmingway in Bogota. 


Comments 


These comments were contained in a personal letter from Regional] 
Security Officer Barrett, assigned to Mexico City under Mr. Ford 
W s le on an inspection trip of my previously assigned area. The name 

f Hemmingway, brother of the author Ernest Hemmingw: ay, is in- 
eda in the excerpt for the following reason: Mrs. Hazel Grant, 
administrative assistant at the Embassy in Bogota (who drafted an 
efficiency report, the language of which was referred to by Mr. Ford— 
that is to say that I suffered from a lack of judgment, a tendency to 
accept criticism of my ideas as criticism of security and had a persecu- 
tion complex) approached Mr. (Leicester) Hemmingway in an effort 
to have him join her in forming a Communist cell in Bogota, Colombia. 
She admitted that she was a Communist and had pre viously belonged 
to Communist cells in the United States. Mr. Hemmingway, after 
some argument with himself concerning the advisability of reporting 
this information to Embassy officials, finally told an officer of the 
Embassy. This officer told him to forget it and not to speak of it 
further. Mr. Hemmingway’s conscience bothered him to such an 
extent that he finally mentioned this matter to one of the Embassy 
cna. During an inspection trip made thereafter to the Embassy 
by Mr. John W. Ford, the guard reported it to him and a lengthy 
deposition was taken at that time from Mr. Hemmingway by Mr. 
Ford. Mrs. Grant resigned her position prior to being faced with 
Mr. Hemmingway’s statement. A short time later Mr. Hemmingway 
was forced to resign from the Embassy by the then Ambassador 
Willard L. yy ac. Mr. Hemmingway later wrote a detailed letter 
to Mr. Ford in Washington and stated that since his deposition 
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to Mr. Ford concerning Mrs. Grant, he had been persecuted continu- 
ally until finally he was forced to resign under trumped up charges 
preferred by the Ambassador. 

8. Letter addressed to me at Habana, Cuba, dated October 27, 1950, 
from Mexico City signed Peter Regis, regional security supervisor : 

I heard some very good reports on your handling of the conference, and I am 


happy that you did put a great deal of effort into it. I am sure only good can 
come of that. 


Comments 


Mr. Regis replaced Mr. Ford at Mexico and is now Chief of the 
Foreign Service and Domestic Security Branches of the Division of 
Security. The comments quoted confirm again my regular assign- 
ment to highly classified duties of Importance and that I received 
commendations for the quality of work performed. The Conference 
referred to was a Labor Conference attended by Assistant Secretary 
of State, Assistant Se retary of Labor, many Ambassadors and other 
high ranking officers of the Department of State, Foreign Service and 
Department of Labor. 

9. Documents affecting an important consular conference at Mex- 
ico City, commencing June 27, 1951 (security regulations for the con- 
sular conference) : 

I. All conferees in possession of classified material upon arrival in Mexico 
City will turn this material over to the conference security officer, John E 


Matson, or the Marine guard at the reception desk at the Embassy. (Agenda of 
conference, ) 

II. Vhysical Security: (a) Technical demonstrations of Regional Security 
Officer Matson. (Discussion involving 7 security subjects designed to cover a 
period of 2 hours.) 


Clomments 


The above information was placed on record for the purpose of 
showing that, immediately prior to my transfer from Mexico to Wash 
ington, I was assigned duties of top. importance in the security field 

iid was selected to represent my regional office for this purpose from 
has e others who were availab le. 

10. Personnel action by the De partment of State, dated December 
21,1951 granting me an in-grade raise of salary 


Periodic within-class pay increase, effective December 23, 1951, from FSS-8 
S5.853 to FSS—S $6,083. 


y 
( ONIN nts 


Such in-class pay raises are granted only when an employee’s effi- 
ciency rating, service, and conduct meet required standards. The 
fact that I received this pay raise precludes Mr. Ford or any official 
of the Rae nt of State from stating that my services were un- 
satisfactory. A person whose services were unsatisfac ‘tory would re- 
ceive an efficienc ‘y rating of unsatisfactory and would not be granted 
a pay raise. 

Other pertinent information which I believe should be brought to 
the attention of the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga- 
tions at this point are those facts ¢ oncerning the or ig ins al organizi ition 
of the Security Corps in 1947 and developments occ urring since that 
date affecting the program and the officers that were originally ap- 
pointed to the program. 
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Che original organization of the Foreign Service Security Officer 


Cor] CO! ted of the ofhieer in ch irge in W ishineton, several assist- 
d ipproximately 30 security officers selected for assignment to 

the Fore on Service, 
Phi rin irge and his four assistants were highly competent, 
l-tra eq OTcel with a thorough knowlede of the operations of 
the Department of State a da reputation Tor ho esty and eood char- 
ter, he 30 ecurity ollicers were selected because of their extensive 
ind experience in security matters. They were subjected 
te ve training and orientation course for approximately 4 
months prior to their assignments to various posts in the Foreign 


Of the entire orga zation referre | to, there are only approximately 


f those officer till connected with this program. 
I} ( lly im acquainted with 12 or more of the original officers, 
who Ih Wy judement, were competent men of On d character, and 
iccording to my information resigned from the program in d 


mMwver, al cl appre hen Ol. May \ ot the se oth ‘ers eported di- 
rectly to me or other responsible people that, during their assignment 
ecurity oflicers in the Foreign mPervice, they en ‘countered pers! tent 
‘ertain oflicials of the Department of State 

| Fore on Service ag ill st the secur a ' program or them personally. 
They cited experiences where they were frequently and summarily 
ed to assume full time or part time duties which had no connec- 

eae 


obstructionist tacties by 


t hn wit their duties as security officers and prevented their tunction- 


many cases, such assignments were undignified and included an 


t where the officer was made to sack flour in the basement 
| 3S) bu lding, act as doorman at Kmbass)y parties and many 


ily degrading assignments for an officer of their diplo 
rank. In addition to these asslgnments, many officers reported 
it t] e had been prohibited from carrying out their functions or 


mm entering areas in which were located functions for which they 

n charge or were responsible for the security thereof. 

| y own case, a code clerk refused to turn over to me the combina- 
thie ifes in the code room under instructions of an embassy 


officer’s wife is said to have been a Nazi spy) despite my duties 
ptographic security officer in charge of the code room. The code 


tion was engaged to a diplomatic officer of a foreign coun- 


try »Trequently escorted her to the Imbassy after hours while she 
} rr) Kmtl ~ ode | ies Pr 5 con ndati s | } 
}) ormed Amba vy code auties. reviou recommendation )\ mnie 

it the code clerk in question be relieved of her duties in the code 
oom because of her impending marriage to and association with a 


foreign diplomatic officer were ignored by the same oflicer who issued 

the instructions that I not be given the combinations to the safes. 
The following excerpts from two letters contain information con- 

‘erning unauthorized assignments of security officers and other situa- 
Ol adversely affecting security are quoted as follows: 

I. Letter to me at Bogota dated September 1. 1948 from London 

oned \W, B Hu sey, area secul Ivy officer: 

(a) Rolli White, who has been assistant area security officer in South Africa 

] ed thr h London a week ago enroute to Prague where he will take over 

Alex P e's job. Rollie has done a splendid job in his previous assignment 


— mans ee 
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completing five major post surveys in the severals months on duty thers He 
was even put to work writing political and economic reports 
Comments 

Mr. White, who was one of the security officers who apparently did 
not object to his AaSS191 ments (not of a security nature) was iter 
made Chief of the Foreign Service, Security mn of the Dey irt- 
ment of State. 


S 


(b) Brighter news is that there may soon be a redefinition of the area se rity 
officer’s relation to the Chief of Mission. ‘This change is aimed at ironing it 
previous difficulties experienced with adminis‘ vative officers \ithough the agree 
ment hasn’t completely made the rounds of the Department, optimism is ex 


pressed that the change will be approved. 
Comments 


The security officers were under the thumb of the administrative 


officer (a bottleneck) at the time the letter containing this excerpt 


Was written and now, in 1953, it is my understa ding the situation 
remains the same. Activities, corre ponde e, and promotions ol 


security officers in the Foreign Service are still subject to the approval 
of the administrative officer who, if not in sympathy with the security 
rogram, can obstruct all activities thereof. 

as Lette: addressed to me atl Bogot Re dated No ember 5. LO48, 


from London, signed Bil Hussey, area Sect rity othice 


(a) Speaking of the United Nations, Bob Ecker (Madrid) and Jerry Rot! 


line (Rome) were also sent to Paris on the security detail assignment (of 
the United Nations meetings by the Department of State at Paris). They 
expected to be released some time in January for ret n to their respective 
posts. From what I understand the boys have had rough time of it and 


not too well pleased with the manner in which their training and experience 
were utilized 
Comments 
rr . 1 1 ] 
These officers reported that they were not al 
nical inspection ot the conference rooms to be ised or evel allowed 


to enter the conference area. Phey said it became apparent to them 


ywed to make a tech 


ot ; : : 
that their assignment as security officers to the conference was “win- 
dow dressing” only. 

(b) Merrill Blevins joined ECA in September and was ordered to Paris 
where he is working with Seaborne Foster on the overall security program 
for Icurope. Kelso Daly (Paris) was ordered t Brussels to relieve Me 
but hadn’t been there long before the yearning for the d Nay Blue beca 
too strong Kelso left several weeks ago fi Washington where he will 


again in ONI as a three-striper. 
Comments 

Blevins, after ‘doing nothing in a great big way’ (according to the 
file and other information) resigned from the Foreign Service 
joined ECA in 1949: he then resigned from ECA and was appoint cl 
the Chief of the Foreign Service and Domestic Branches of the 
Foreign Service Security Corps. He assumed this position in Wash 
ington only a few weeks before my arrival on transfer from Bogota 
when he informed me that. be cause of Inspector Haering’s demands, 
he would like me to resign from the Security Corps. Kelso Daly, I 
am inforeed, had been long discouraged over the progress of the 
security program and resigned to reenter the Navy. 

(c) Big Barry Foley finally had to fold up in Budapest It is said that 
the Hungarian Government was on the verge of declaring him persona non 
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grat ind therefore the Legation beat them to the punch and Barry left the 
ountry under oflicial orders. Probably the greatest contribution to Foly’s 
lorced departure was his experienced handling of the case of the two American 
oOllmen who were picked up by the MVD and given the full treatment Going 
down to the prison Barry kept up his demands for their release with such 
vehemence that it eventually worked a charm * the surprising thing is 
Dar \ n't beaten up himself. 
( 

\fter my return to Washington from Bogata, Foley told me that 
his transfer from the Legation in Hungary had actually been 


arranged by a high official in the Embassy who had continually 
obstructed his efforts to carry out the security program and had per 
onally villified him. 

(7) Paul Green (Bucharest) was the first man of distinction in our outfit 


(man of distinction—area security officer who has been tossed out of the country 
to which accredited by local authorities) 


(om) rs 


It was reported that Green merely blundered into an area of his 
issigned country where foreigners, particularly American Embassy 


ecurity ofliciers, were not desired, during an innocent motor trip. 
it is said that the Embassy in Bucharest by even a weak show of 
firmness against the local government could have prevented the 


necessity of Green’s removal from his job and subsequent transfer 


if they had so desired. 


(e) Howard Furnas (New Delhi) writes he is busy writing political and 
econo! reports and recently replaced the First Secretary until a new man 


/ 
Co IENTR 


Such assignments of security officers at th: at time were unauthorized 


and considered a deliberate “slap in the face” to the security program. 
Furnas, however, apparently willingly accepted the assignment and 
made no complaint thereof. After some 14 months at his post per- 
forming (according to the file) few of his duties as a security officer, 
he was transferred to Washington and promoted to Chief of the 
Foreign Service Section of the Security Corps. 

(f) Paul Newland (Frankfort) says that he has been fighting for his “security 
life’ and that until recently he has done mostly administrative work. 


om) its 


The above is just another example of the difficulties the security 
officers have in the field in their efforts to carry out assigned duties. 

Security officers on assignment in the Foreign Service were fre- 
quently restricted in their authority to carry out their normal duties 
by numerous directives from Washington which prohibited their 
engaging in certain types of work which was the normal function of 
their office. Two such directives are quoted as follows: 

1. The Department of State, Washington, December 7, 1949, titled “To U4ll 
Regional Security Officers” 

On December 2 a meeting was called by Mr. Boykin for the purpose of dis- 
cussing the relationship between our Branch of the Corps of Inspectors. This 
meeting was attended by Mr. Buttrick, the Director General, Mr. Nicholson, 
and Foreign Service Inspector Von Hellens and Flake, who had just completed 
inspecting the Embassies at Prague and Madrid. Of particular concern was 
the possibility of a jurisdictional misunderstanding between SY and the Corps 


! 
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of Inspectors in questions of potential security risks and cases of moral turpitude 
among Foreign Service officers and staff employees . 

For your guidance personnel cases involying misconduct or moral turpitude 
of either Foreign Service officers or staff members siould be referred to a 
Foreign Service inspector for action. If no inspector is available in the region, 
cases of this type should be referred to this oflice for forwarding to the chief 
inspector. You should, of course, offer full cooperation and assistance to 
Foreign Service inspectors in dealing with these cases 

As further guidance, the terms “inspector” or “inspection” should be shunned 
in order to avoid any conflict or misunderstanding as to our prerogatives. 


This point was raised in a recent letter from a cOunselo f embassy to the chief 
inspector that the former stated that a security officer visiting his mission 
spoke of himself as an “inspector.” In a sense this is true, but because the 


Corps of Inspectors is naturally sensitive to this term being used only with 
reference to itself, it is very important that we do not provide any basis for 
criticism on this score 

(Signed) Merri M. Brievins, 


Chief, Foreign Service nd Domestic Security. 
Comments 

Files of the Division of Security of the Department of State show 
that two Foreign Service inspec tors have been forced to resion dur- 
Ing the past 2 years because of their homosexual activities. The 
same files will also indicate that Mr. Buttrick, then the Director 
General of the Foreign Service at one time, was sent to make an 
investigation of homosexual charges against a high ranking Embassy 
otlicer in Manila and, after being presented with several pieces of 
concrete proof of the charges, gave up the investigation, stating 
“this case is too hot for me” and made no formal report of investiga- 
tion. 

It is to be noted that all Foreign Service i spectors are career 
ofticers of the Foreign Serv ice, ‘| hese oflicers have ageoressively indi- 
cated on many occasions that they will not tolerate an attack of any 
kind against any one of their members by an outsider (Foreign Service 
staff personnel or other), no matter what the merit of the case. Evi- 
dence of this attitude will be brought out when I recount the history 
of my personal difficulties in Bogota. ? 

2. Memorandum to all regional security officers from Foreign Serv- 
ice and Domestic Security Branch (Merrill M. Blevins). Subject: 
Procedure for handling special investigations (memorandum received 
in field in November 1950) : 

Several regional security supervisors have pointed out that requests for investi- 
gations contained in the Nicholson letters are in many cases not brought to the 


attention of the regional security headquarters * * Regional security super 
visors or their deputies should furnish full cooperation in these investigations, 
but only when requested to do so by the chief of mission or principal officer 
concerned. Any pertinent information contained in the regional headquarters 


files concerning the investigated case should be furnished chief of missions on a 
routine basis; if further aid is requested, appropriate facilities of the regional 
headquarters should be utilized. If the chief of missions prefer to have investiga- 
tions conducted by personnel other than those attached to regional security head- 
quarters, regional security supervisors will in no case intrude (except to furnish 
collateral information when available), and unless specifically directed by this 
office will not attempt to expedite or ask for an accounting of the investigative 
measures taken. 


Comments 

It is believed that the contents of the above directive concerning 
its effect on the security program and the discharge of certain duties 
of the security officers is obvious. It is my personal experience that 
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any unscrupulous chief of mission or principal officer concerned can 
place the security officers in an errand-boy status at all times, and in 
many cases there is evidence to show that they have done exactly that. 


\fter 6 years as a security officer of the Department of State and 
}r relo sery ce, | feel it my patriot ec ob] watl on to bring to the atten- 
tion of the ss ite Permanent Subcommittee on Invest tigations the 


following statement of facts concerning the State Department and 
the Foreign Service operations. 

Although the Department of State and the Foreign Service has 
many tne ¢ mployee of proven efficiency and loyalty, the records of 
the State D partment, as well as other sensitive Government agen 1es, 


‘ 


contain considerable ey dence to indicate that the fore ion and per- 


onnel policies of the Department of State have been greatly influ 
enced during the past 15 years or more by a group of unsuitable persons 
( rity 1 k a. 
Phi suitable persons in question include many known or sus 


per ted homosexuals, those who have an affin ICY for Communist causes 
and others who are the willi no te ols of both. 

These people have served in many top jobs involving policy and 
person l, the facts of which are a matter of record. 

\ thorough study of the personnel files of many officers of the 
Foreign Service has prod iced evidence to indicate that no such offi- 


cer, without the approval of the “oroup” In question, l assioned to 
any position of strategic Importance. 

It - ndicat ed that an ollicer, to be approved for such § 1 position, 
must, (1) be completely 11) accord with the principles is goals of 


} } 1 


those who have the authority to: ipprove him, or (2) must be a “willing 
saith altar taleanabe oF thats Was faite the authority to approve him, 
or (3) he must be, for some reason, of special use to the “oroup” and 
though he may not be in aeecord with the policies and goals, he must 
not constitute a threat thereto. 

umn acquainted pers sonally with two cases involving career Foreign 
Service oflicers who had been kicked out of the Foreign Service, whose 


recol is] clicate the cause of this: action was their inability to go a ng 
with the political principles of thei dy % riors. The prine ipal officer 
of one of these two men was Oliver Clubb, who later was charged 


bell gy” a Soviet agent and, after a review his case by the State 
Department Loyalty Review Board, he was judged a “security risk” 
and recommended foi separation. 

It is interesting to note that I once was told by a highly competent 
oflicial of the Central Intelligence Agency that he felt that the fact 
that I had never been promoted while serving as a security officer in 
the ane, sa Service was more to my credit than discredit. It was his 
hs ae a knowing the setup in the Foreign Service as he did, 
that if a security officer was promoted and in good standing with the 
official f the De partment of State, he felt that it came about only by 
the ofticer s wrongful collaboration with higher officials and/or that 
the officer ae relinquished his principles. 

An examination of the personnel policies and personnel recruitment 
made under those policies, particularly of our programs in foreign 
countries, indicates that there has been an apparent effort to employ 
persons who appear to be the least likely, because of their background, 
to serve properly the best interests of the United States. 
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The records show that many of the persons who lave been employed 


in positions of strategic importance, were born in countries other than 
the United States, including Iron Curtain countries. A large number 
of these persons were not educated in the United States nor have lived 


here as much as 7 years of their life. Many were not naturalized until 
atter the age of 35. Di spite this backerou) ad, Many have been as 
sioned to their country or orig. ] mportant posit ons involving ow 


foreion policies and programs. 


DIFFICULTIES IN COLOMBIA AS REFERRED TO BY MR. FORD IN HIS 
PREPARED STATEMENT 


Upon the completion of a 4-month training period in Washington, 
D. C., in 1947, I was assigned to the Embassy at Bogota, Colombia 
security officer. 

Inasmuch as the difficulties encountered by me while serving as a 
loreien Service secur C\ ottice1 (referred to by Mr. Ford) originated 
at Bogota, I think it Important to hame the otlicers assioned to the 
Embassy with whom I dealt during my assignment there, their back- 
grounds, and relate my experience with them. 


Willard L. Beaulac, Ambassad r 
Ba kqround 

He arrived at Bogota approximately 4 months after my arrival and 
continued on that assionment until after Ih departure. 

The Foreign Service Register indicates that Mr. Beaulae was ip- 
pointed a career officer of the Fore: 
since that time has been in the Latin American Division only (except 
for Madrid). In 1937 he was appol ted Assistant Chief of the Amer- 
ican R public Affairs Division. Later he was assigned to the Emb ISSy 
at Habana as counselor until 
bassy at Madrid and served there as counselor and counsel genera! 
until 1944. During the latter year he was appointed Ambassador to 
Paraguay and promoted to career Minister in 1946 His appointment 
as Ambassador to Colombia is dated April 10, 1947. 

The records indicate that Laurence Duggan was Chief of the 
American Republic Affairs Division of the Department of State 
from 1937 to 1944, and that all assignments and promotions affect ng 
career personnel appeared to be recommended by or approved by 
him. One of Mr. Duggan’s proteges (Philip Bonsal) was assigned 
by him for training at the Embassy in Habana at the time Mr. Beaulac 
served as counselor. A little later Bonsal was brought into the De- 
partment as Assistant or Deputy Chief of the American Republic 
Affairs Division. Bonsal skyrocketed to Minister status in a rela- 
tively short time after this, but the file indicates that Mr. Duggan 
was responsible for his success. After Duggan’s resignation from 
the Department and connection with the Institute of International 
Education in late 1944 (this institute was originated by Duggan’s 
father, and his brother was also connected therewith), Bonsal was 
transferred to an Embassy as counselor in the same city where an 
international conference was held involving Mr. Duggan and the 
Institute of International Education. 


mn Service in 1921 and his service 


1940 when he was assigned to the Em- 
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The record indicates that Niles Bond, a Foreign Service oflicer, 
received an eflicienc y report in 1949 written by Mr. Walton W. Butter 
worth, Director of Far East Affairs, that gave him the major credit 
for the planning and execution of the State Department’s part in 
the Korean situation of 1948 and 1949. Bonsal served under Beaulac 
at Habana in 1939 and in Madrid in 1942-47. After Bond was 
assigned as the IKmbassy’s contact and liaison man with the leftist 


Repub! ecu { lements 1) Span, he received an efliciency report of 
"excell i oned by Mr. Beaulac. In 1946 the record indicates 
that Bons il and Bond were working jointly on several projects at 


the Embassy In Spain. 

Dui hg \Ir. Beaulac’s assignment as counselor of Embassy at 
Madrid, his senior consular oflicer and first secretary was George J. 
Haering. 

Wh le Mr. Beaulac Was Ambassador to Bogota, there was an ap yar- 
ent clash between him and Carlos C. Warner, first secretary, on whose 
wife there is a report indicating that during World War IT she was 
a trained Nazi spy. Mr. Beaulac is said to have arranged for the 
replacement of Mr. Warner as first secretary of the Embassy by 
another Foreign Service officer, Robert Newbegin, whose Latin 
American career had been under supervision of Mr. Laurence Duggan. 

In 1948 IT was informed by two IXmbassy officers that Ambassador 
Beaulac had caused to be issued a transient visa to one Gerado Molina, 
a well-known local Communist. 

In 1949 or 1950 an Embassy officer, Mr. Leicester Hemmingway, 
wrote a letter to Mr. John W. Ford, now Director of the Office of 
Security, Department of State, stating that he had been forced to 
resign from the Foreign Service by a Mr. Beaulac by a “trumped up” 
charge. Mr. Hemmingway previously had given an affidavit to Mr. 
John W. Ford in Bogota, Colombia, stating that an Embassy em 
ployee, Mrs. Hazel Grant, had admitted to him that she was a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party and had attempted to get him to join 
a local Communist cell. 

During the ninth Pan American Conference in Bogota in 1948 and 
resulting riots, Ambassador Beaulac is said to have protected the 
life of the Colombian’s Foreign Minister, Laureano Gomez, by hiding 
him in the Ambassador’s residence, I was personally informed by a 
physician connected with the Rockefeller Foundation program in Co- 
lombia that Ambassador Beaulac had arranged for him to secretly 
inoculate Laureano Gomez so that he could escape from Bogota 
and enter Spain. Prior to the riots in Bogota in 1948, I was informed 
by at least two Embassy officers that there was on file on Leaureano 
Gomez in the Embassy which showed that during World War IT he 
was considered to be very anti-American. 

According to the statement made to me by a CIA representative who 
had served under Ambassador Beaulae in Bogoté, Ambassador Beau- 
lac had obstructed his work, was uncooperative in many specific in- 
stances, and was generally disparaging concerning the efforts of his 
office to carry out their function. 

Lape ree 710 

Prior to my departure from Washington for my assignment in 
Bogota in 1947, I made a courtesy call on Ambassador Beaulac in the 
Department of State where he was on consultation prior to his leaving 


STATE DEPARTMENT FILE SURVEY 159 


for Bogota. At this time I explained to him the background of the 
security program and my duties, and apres the hope that both 
the program and I would be of great service to him and the Embassy. 
Ambassador Beaulae coldly informed me that he did not approve of 
programs such as this and that during the war he had been poorly 
impressed by the activities of the FBI (legal attachés), OSS, and CIA 
at Embassies in Europe. He said that it was his opinion that these 
people had been “more or less useless and that they personally had 
been a bunch of crude drunks.” 

After Ambassador Beaulac’s arrival in Bogota, he called me to his 
office on one occasion and emphatically informed me that he would 
not tolerate by me the investigation of any Foreign Service career 
officer under any circumstances. He added that I would make no 
investigations of any kind unless requested to do so by him. When I 
displ: ayed written instructions issued by the Department showing that 
I was not only authorized to make investigations generally but, when 
I was requested to specifically by the Division of Security, it was my 
duty to do so. He then told me. in no uncertain language, that he 
didn’t give a ———— ——— about my instructions, that he was in 
charge there and I would do exactly as I was told. 

Ambassador Be: aulae did not invite me to nor allow me to — 

any of the weekly staff meetings where officers of less rank and 1 
sponsibility regularly attended. 

Security recommendations made by me which were obviously 
needed, in most cases, were re jected by him. 

He directed first secretary of the Embassy to “keep me busy.” This 
instruction was carried out by the first secretary and inc luded several 
trips out of the country when I was in the midst of highly important 
security work in Bogota. 


Carlos C. Warner 


(First secretary and chargé d’affaires ad interim for first 4 months 
after my arrival in Bogota.) 
Background 

The Foreign Service Biographic Register indicates that Warner is 
a Harvard man who practiced law in Germany 1924-1928. He was 
appointed a career Foreign Service officer in 1928 and served in Latin 
American until 1937 (was at H: ubana, 1937) and then transferred to 
Berlin where he served between 1937 and 1941. He served at Reykjavik 
1942-43, and was transferred to London where he served 1943-45. He 
was reassigned to Berlin in 1946 and in the same year was sent to 
Bogota, Colombia. 

It is my information from officials of the Security Division of t} 
Department of State that Warner was investigated for his part in the 
suspected fraudulent issuance of a passport to a German citizen who 
later became his wife. It is my understanding that the investigation 
was never successfully completed due to the disappearance of the docu- 
ments involved in the issuance of the passport in question. 

Warner’s wife, the German citizen mentioned above, was born in the United 
States of American parents and first married a German nobleman of some 
financial means. She lived in Germany for approximately 17 years and bore 5 
children by her German husband. Her husband is said to have been a colonel 
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in the Nazi storm troops and was killed in World War II while fighting against 
the United States and its allies During this period, Mrs. Warner lost het 
American citizenship 

In 1949, in the Security Division of the Department of State in Washington 





] is wh a copy of an investigative report hich stated that Mrs. Warner 

had volunteered for service as a German spy and was trained in a spy school 

‘ Gel t i | rior to 1941 The re p rt indic tes that she ha volunteel a to LO 
the United States and spy for Germany, but was prevented from doin 

he outbreak of World War II prior to getting her papers in order for het 

the United States In 1949 hile assigned in Me o City as regional 

ty officer, I showed a copy of this report to Mr. John W. Ford, who was 

e the regional security officer in Mexico City. Mr. Ford, after reading 

, requested that I turn over to him, [I did so and, at that time for 

some reason, he tore off the top part of the report which contained information 

‘ the identity of the agency which had made the investigation. Mr. Warner 

at this time was assigned to Habana and later Mr. Ford informed me that 

during his security survey of Habana, he had talked to Mr. Warner about routine 

secul matters. Ford also stated to me that steps were being taken by the 
Department to get Warner out of the service Warner is still in, however. 


In May or June 1947, prior to my leaving Washington, I wrote a letter to the 


Embassy at Bogota informing them of my impending arrival. I received a reply 
a short time thereafter from Mr. Warner, then in charge of the Embassy, which 
vent « it great length indicating that Bogota was not a suitable place for the 
setting up of my headquarters for security and he suggested that I arrange to 
have the headquarters situated in Panama. I thought this letter rather peculiar, 

Mr. Warner, being an old Foreign Service employee of some 1S years, nev 
that I had no choice in my assignments, but had been subject to the desires of 


the State De partment. 

After my arrival in Bogota in June 1947, Mr. Warner, who was in 
charge of the Embassy, persistently deferred discussion of the security 
program and any activities concerned therewith on the excuses that he 
was too busy to be concerned and that he would prefer that it not be 
commenced until the Ambassador arrived in S¢ ptembe r or October. 
He made continual efforts to sidetrack my security activities and at- 
tempted to keep me occupied with duties involving administrative and 
other work. fn 1947 or 1948, Warner instructed the Embassy code 
erk not to turn over the combination of two safes located in the code- 
room. ‘These safes contained cryptographic material which, as area 
security officer and cryptographic security officer, my signature was on 
the inventory, and direct supervision and responsibility was under my 
charge. The « ale clerk involved had been associating with, and was 
engaged to marry at that time, a oe oflicer of a foreign coun 


try. This man on many occasions ac companied the code clerk to the 
Embassy after hours when she was called in for Embassy duty and 
waited for her until her work was completed. An investigation con- 
ducted by me indicated that he had been engaged 3 or more times to 
other women within just a 3-year period prior to his engagement to 
the code clerk of the Embassy. One of his previous engagements was 
to the daughter of the Ambassador to Colombia from an Iron Curtain 
country. He was also said to be a close friend of the Argentine Am- 
bassador to Colombia. When I first discovered the association of the 
code clerk with this foreign diplomatic officer, I recommended in writ- 
ing to Mr. Warner that she be relieved of her code duties immediately 
and assigned to other duties. This recommendation was ignored, and 
the incident concerning her refusal to turn over to me the combination 
to the safes occurred thereafter. The marriage eventually took place, 
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but the girl did not resion O! leave he coders om d ties unt ] t] e week 
before the wedding ce remony. 

On one occasion Warner refused to authorize a telegram to my di- 
vision in W ashineton cr: ifted by me her contalning information con- 
cer! ing certain activit ies of a writer who was nga desk n the Em- 
bassy as his manent for the collection of Communist information 
for a series of ; "es ora book on communis! The writer In ques- 
tion had been iain fa ng the war 1n Lat n America by the State 


Department in some cultural program. 


Robert Newbegin, First Secretary of Embassy as of August 1, 1948 
Backharound 

Foreign Service Biographic Register indicates that Mr. Newbegin is 
a graduate of Yale University and Harvard Law School and was ap- 
pointed a career officer in the Foreign Servi 193 He has served 
at Berlin, Montevideo, Mexico City. ore l, Ciudad Trujillo, and 
Bogota. He was appointed assistant chief, Division of Caribbean and 
Central American Affairs, in July on and Acting Chief, Division 
of Central es and Panama Affairs, September 1946. He then 
seeres as Chief, Division of Central American and Panama Affairs, 
beg Petey tel r 13, 1946. 

Mr. Newbegin served in the Latin American area under the super- 
vision of Mr. Laurence Duggan, Chief of ‘airs 
Diy islon. 

He informed me in Bogoté. when the Hiss trial was going on in 
Washington, that he had been well acquainted with Alger Hiss and 
had sat in on mat \ Departme nt conferences with him. At this tin 
he went into a dissertation on the fine qualities of Mr. Hiss; that he 
could not believe that Mr. His was a Commu! _¢- that dur ge his 
acquaintance wit ~ Mr. Hiss he had never noticed anything to indicate 
that Mr. His point was that of a Communist. I was informed 
by officers of the eked at Bogota that Ambassador Beaulac had 


? ) > 5 1 4 ‘ 4 
requested the assignment of Mr. Newbegin at Bogota. 


Mr. Ne begin bloc} ed my ¢ ffort it instal ra hnarge-out system 
l | ym) ileroom which wv uuld have topped the disappearance 
of classified or other documents or would LV fa litated the dis- 
covery of the whet ab its of those which mi rht be r moved from the 


mae Nev begin on several occasions proposed that I make surveys 


of ot] ner diplo) atic posts 11 my area of assionm nt Many times when 
I had fuk voniplotad 3 extended trip and had been absent from my 
post for more than a month. When. as on several occasions, I ob je ‘ted 
to leaving so soon on a new trip without adequate time to discharge the 


+ 


pile of i rk I] had accumula ed at Bog ota al d poll ted out that tie 
per diem rate on el travel was so low that I was losing approxi- 
mately $5 p day n bs 
frequent ‘trips he ma 
spite of he 
ceive aby the Embassy within a few days after my conversation with 
2 which indicated that he had communicated with the Dx partme t 


isic expenses and could not afford to make such 
idm ea ee : 
le “Seaettade arrangements for my travel in 


: =F 
> cIreumstance In some cases a telegram would be re- 
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and requested that such a telegram be sent a telegram would 
form me that I was authorized t to ni ake the riy suggested by Mr 
Nev begin In one other case, he nabited. deepile my priority com 


mitments at other — that there was an emergency situation exist 
ney ata certain Ken bas \ and that I should leave immediately for the 


post suggested. Although [ informed him of my commitments to a 
defin t@ pos and that. also. L was aware that Fc relon Service [nspectol 
George J. Haering was then making an inspection at the post in ques 
tion, arrangements were made by Mr. Newbegin through Ambassadot 
Beaulac ordering } e to that post. It should be pointed out that my 

tructions were that a Inspection made by me of a post out of the 
ce try der the jurisdict a O \mbassador Beau ¢ would be an 
excl ve d on to be made by myself Chis specific instance men 
tioned occurred only a short time after Inspector Haering had made 
anh inspection of >¢ rota mm wh he app i | be more el ted 

cle roy a tl ecurity otheer and hi pros l ae | 
routine and authori zed Inspection. 

On two different occasions appropriations allotted to the Embassy 
pecifieas for 1 Hat of security e pment were s} ye 
Kiba yi ‘ ( It nhiy hor the that t eval ex] tu 
of these pecial funds was authorized by Mr. Newbeein. hough 
POss bly done at the suggestion of Ambassador Be: 

Mrs. Hazel Grant, administrative assistant at Embassv. Bogota 


Mrs. Grant was the wife of an emplovee of one of the American oil 
companies in Colombia and had been recruited lo my Tor her em 
ployment. 

Mrs. Grant was the assistant to the Embassy’s administrative officer 
and handled most of his correspondence and efficiency re ports. 

There is a report in the Division of Security in Washington con- 
taining information concerning Mrs. Grant by a man who was assigned 
ra) un oflicer to the E mibassy at Bogota, Mr. Leicester Hemmingw: ay. 
Mr. Hemmineway stated that Mrs. Grant admitted to him that she 
been a member of a Communist Party cell in the United States 


had 
‘ nad tl ied to enlist him as a member of a Communist Party cell she Wis 


organizing in Bogota. Mr. Hemmingway reported all of this infor 
mation to an ne career office? and Was acts ato Torget it and 
not say y< Ing further about it. He een a detailed statement 
to Mi Joh “is “patie go security supervisor. 


Mr Grant t had personally informed me netics that, although 
when she was in college she had been interested in liberal movements, 
she had long since discarded her views clue to her Inarriage and sub 
sequent family obligations. 

Mrs. Grant, through whom many of my security reports passed for 
ic prov: al of the administrative oflicer, hi ad a thorou eh knov wledge of 

he duties and activities of my job as security officer. 

I had an occasion to view accidentally an efficiency report drafted 
by her on me in the course of her duties as assistant to the administra- 
tive officer. This efficiency report described me as a person with a 
“persecution complex, a lack of judgment, and a tendency to accept 
criticism of his ideas as criticism of security.” This is the efficiency re 
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port, or characteristics contained there, deseribed by Mr. Ford in his 
allegations contained in his prepared statement on page 1, paragraph 3. 


George J. Haering, loreign Service inspector (career service) 
Background 

Foreign Service Biographic Register of the State Department indi 
cates that Mr. Haering is not a ome eraduate but was employed 
by the United States Shipping Board, 1919-20, and was with a steam- 
ship company as assistant marine oe itendent and representative 
in Treland., 1920-24. He was appointed a Foreign Service career 
oflicer on August 16, 1924, and served al Kobe, Rangoon, Glasgow, 
Pernambuco, Antwerp, Warsaw, Berlin (served with Carlos C. 
Warner in 1940), Vigo, Madrid (1941-44), England, The Hague. 
He then served as counselor of mission, Office of United States Politi 
cal Adviser on German Affairs, in 1946 (also same assignment as 
Carlos C. Warner). He was then transferred to the i ag sig 2 in 
1946, was made Chief, Visa Division, Department of State, in Wash 
ington, until February 1949, when he was made a Towaias Service 
inspector. 

The Security Division of the Department of State has a file on Mr. 
Haering containing charges that he was a pro-Nazi during tl 


part of World War II. 


ape rue nNCeS 


ie first 


During a security survey in August 1948 of the consulate at Carta- 
gena, Colombia, I first met Mr. Haering, who was there to make an 
inspection also of Cartagena. At that time he insisted that I go 
immediately to make a survey of another consulate in Colombia which 
he said was in great need of security advice. I explained to him that 
my travel orders and experiences were issued at Bogot& and that I 
could not make this trip without first returning to the ae at 
Bogota. I also pointed out that, of all the posts in my area, the post 
he mentioned was the only one which had cmauel my senmael that it 
fill out a security questionnaire and return it to me with ap propriate 
comments; also that I had many consulates and embassies on my pri- 
ority list which had requested my ee His attitude toward me 
from the beginning appeared to be one of extreme animosity and 
unfriendliness. Later at the Embassy in Bogota, while he made an 
inspection there, it became apparent that he was not interested in 
security measures or the progress of the security program but was 
interested in digging up any derogatory information on me which 
might be av: vailab le. Although I invited him to inspect my reports 
of work accomplished and my work plan for the future, he expressed 
no interest and refused to enter into a discussion of any kind concern- 
ing the progress of the security program. 

From the time of his inspection at Bogota until his inspection of 
my post during my assignment to Mexico, a series of statements made 
by him to various officials concerning my authority, my duties, and 
the qualities of my work have been reported to me. These involved 
statements that he had made to both career Foreign Service officers 
and other Foreign Service staff officers indicating that I did not 
have authority to make recommendations, to make investigations, and 
that I was generally incompetent and unsuitable for the job. I was 








\ formed by a career Foreign Service officer at a consulate, 

0 personally disliked Mr. Haerine intensely, that Mr. Haering, 
pa security it pection made by me with his own inspec- 
id read and criticized my security report and the recommenda- 
made by me. He told the officer that [1] id no authority to make 
lations. When the officer produced an official instruction 

the Department of State showing that I did have such authority, 
quot NI Hael yr as ving “that instruction is ob olete—you 


Similar instances to that mentioned above are 


now apparent to me that the reason for Mr. Haering”’ action 
rainst me personally and as a se urity « licer was that Mr. Haering 
othe Wa neton, after reading some of my security reports 
e in some (¢ es adver e to the interest of certain career 


sel ce officers, felt that I was a t] eat to the welfare of the 

on Service career officers in general a | determined to re 
threat by effecting my release from the Foreign Service. 
original antagonist att tude ind eated that he might have been 
‘ally by someone in the Department to get rid of me. 

much circumstantial evidence which will support this con- 

ntion. I should like to specifically point out that, as far as I could 
termine ter from Foreion Service and Department of State of 


the adverse report written by Mr. Haering against my record 


e on which to base his conclusions and 

ilties with the other officers mentioned 

Bogota were based, also, on the fact that I, as security officer, was 
reat to their welfare. 

It vy contention that the aforegoing information contains suf- 
ent facts to refute the alleg ition made by Mr. Ford in his pre- 

ired statement beginning on page 1, paragraph 38, particularly as 


isons for my difficulties and the quality of my work in Bogota, 


1 
it 


COMMENTS ON MR. FORD'S PREPARED STATEMENT (P. 2, PAR. 2) 


Mr. Matson testified that he recalled at least one instance where a document 


1d been removed from a file, which document he originated He described the 


ation as a security case possibly involving communism and as involving 


lestionable activities on the part of an officer of an Embassy; that he asked 


i 


investigation be made to determine how the letter got out of the file, and 

his knowledge no action was ever taken on his request for an investigation 

determine why the letter was missing from the file, and that as far as he, 
son, knows, his original letter was never located 

The facts Immediately upon learing of Mr. Matson’s testimony as above, 

upon learning through Mr. Matson the particular case that he was speaking 


of the officer concerning Whom Mr. Matson alleged he had 


I pulled the file 
report. I also pulled the physical security survey file (a file concerned 
de-room security safeguards and other physical protestation of a post) on 
post of Quito, Ecuador. These two files were shown to Mr. Matson and he 


ned them Hlis secret letter of 1949, which included information of physi- 
nical security, was determined by him to be on file in the physical 


} 


ty survey file on Ecuador and was not missing as he claimed. An extensive 


tion was made of the allegations contained in Mr. Matson’s original 


er and they were found to be without substantiation. 
(1) Mr. Ford did not at any time on February 7 or February 9 
low me to examine any files or the cover sheet of any files from a 
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pile of documents and files on the table at which the cliscuss on tot 
’ In each case, Mr. Ford picked up a heavy folder and held the 
la ) I could see nothing more than the do ment he desired, and 
stated, “Is this the letter you stated was missing?” 
priate statement. 
(2) My secret lett r contained a request only that a backerow ad in 


vestigation of the officer In quest on be co ad ected : There was ho log 
cal reason for this letter being pla ed in the physical security file as it 
had no reference to the physical security of Embassy. Actua 
this letter was sent far i ivance OT 1 phy ai security report Ww 
er vered completely Lil { l O f] O u t ( 
Em assy. My Staten t that | had seen the ‘ eC] n the pet 
files of Quito and later discovered that it had peared rr 
a | | would lke t adic t { Tt¢ ] \ ( 1p 
and my supervisor’s request to locate it or rew1 t (the latter wa 
done), I made a search of all files available in this section and I e 
not locate it Such searcl luded the pl | security file 
| vow I | aqaano l 1 to DI e pel Tie¢ ] OT 

thr fic nh que { Liic my rece ( the letter L wr 
fie mn memory EO & P} V « y l [ l ) s conta ed 
ther I noted. also, that there appeared to be a great delay fro 
the d tt »] iy Al lett l al I | been take ( { ‘ 

Cyl l { l e orig | | Mi he sta ent that a1 
extensive investigati made of the all contained in my 
O! l | iettel nd ere Te und to Vi oO pst { tin? It 
pe ed oO that t| ( OT ( | i tf ntor Ol 
aga the officet were two of it the Embassy at 





ni, \ ! 
Whi vy ota tetter Tro! he 1) oT Se ) he \ nba r( r ¢ 
the OF pOASsy t Quit esti! t { ( OK yn of the allega 
tie de in my report I nswer to the request for this inquiry 
by the En sy at Quito ippeared li O \ whitewash oT tft 
career officer in q on, | t wa licate t the officers who had 
suppl ad Che ( oO | Lil ! t ciAl or neat ) 1o 1] Ss % ( 
ollicel question had ( errogated a At the time | 
made my inspection of the Embassy, the def mn in security matters 
of the officer in que mn Was col ion K viedge among the hig 
ofhi sof t Embass 

I think it important to note at t point it I was informed 
appro, ul 7 3 ear alte iate ol] I OI ¢ Ti es { 
h had ipparel ly ( niorm of il CC I | office 

{Li iter a ene ho at \ 1W ( pp i 

of dep etfs of the ] \merican Division and I was 

tol t hy l the ~ tf | und C. 
Intellic hee Lo V. At f { e, I { { ( ered a po tio! 
security officer in t] Fo mPectiol r ¢ { Intell ce Agency 
ind Wi walting to go on a vy W 1 Thre ul Y tnis V | met 
the officer In question « the street and. 1n an ippare { effort to be 
friendly, he told me t t Mr. Ford had rormed h i that [1 v had 
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and had been informed by him that Mr. Ford had told him I was em- 

Pp and by the Central Intelligence Agency. I reminded Mr. Ford at 
that time that he knew that the officer in question Was aware I had 
Written a ae rogatory report about him and that I felt it was a deliber- 
ate effort on Mr. Ford’s part to sabotage the job offer which had been 
made by the Central Intelligence Agency. I learned later that it had 
actually had that effect. I was informed by a friend in Central Intelli- 
gence Age 1c that someone a State Department had made charges 
of some sort against me, that I could not be cleared for the position 
until a thorough Investigation of those charges had been made. 


MR. FORD'S TESTIMONY BEFORE SENATE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTER, 
FEBRUARY 20, 1953 


On page 10935, lines 16, 17, and 18, Mr. Ford stated that my letter 


from Quito was addressed to an ex-F BI agent then in charge of the 
Koreign Service Seew ty Branch. 

\t t time of my report from Quito to the Division of Security, 
‘ither Mr. Alex Pringel or Mr. Howard Furnes was Chief of the 
Foreign Service Security Section. In either event, it is my informa- 

Q Clict ther of the two have ever been FBI agents, 


On page 10935, line 18, Mr. Ford states here: 


I showed Mr. Matson both of these files, and asked him to locate them He 
ediately loeated in the physical file of Quito, Kcuador, the secret 
etter he has testified here was missing from the files 


As I previous ly stated, Mr. Ford at no time allowed me to see more 
than one letter of a file and held it so that I could not have reviewed 
the file had I wished to. 

yn pagelOds6, line 15: 

CuatmrMAN. And then, after examining the individual's file, you say you pulled 
the file on Quito, Ecuador. Is that right? 

Mr. Forp. That is right, sir. 

CHAIRMAN. And did vou find the material in that file? 

Mr. Forp. Yes, right there. 

CHAIRMAN. Was Mr. Matson with you? 

Mr. Forp. Yes, he was. 


Remarks 
Reference is made to the answer above indicating that this is the 
same misstatement of facts by Mr. Ford although stated in a different 


manner, 
On page 10940, line 10: 


CHAIRMAN. Mr. Ford, let me repeat, Mr. Matsons’ testimony was that he saw 
the report in the file, he examined the file subsequently, and it had disappeared. 
We are speaking of the personnel file. Do you have any wey of knowing that 
it is not true, except that you later found this material in a different file? 

Mr. Forp. I didn’t say it was in a different file. It is in the same file where 
Matson said it was not there. It is Mr. Matson’s word against mine at this point. 


On page 10936, line 3 
CHAIRMAN. And you examined the personnel file of the individual upon whom 


he reported? 
Mr. Forp. That is right. 
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CHAIRMAN. And the material was not in that file? 

Mr. Forp. The material was not in that file * . 

On page 10940, line 15: 

CHAIRMAN. Is it your story now that Mr. Matson testified it was not in the 
Ecuador file? 

Mr. Forp. That is my recollection of it 


R marks 

My testimony was that “I saw the report in the personnel file and 
later, upon looking in this same place for it, found that it had disap 
peared.” It is my recollection that at the time of making the search 
for the letter, that both the personnel and the physical security files 
were located in the same place and they were not separated until some- 
time later. In any event, my sear h was horough and included any 
place that the letter might have been, without cdiscovering it. It is 
pointed out that would have been more simple to have found the 


report, were it on h ind, than to rewrite it from memory. 
MR. FORD’S PREPARED STATEMENT 


Page 3, paragraph 


Mr. Matson stified in public session that s eon ad bee ent over to the 
Foreign Service personne tile room by Mt Victor P e, 1 assistant to Mr 
Humelsine, Deputy Under Secretary of State for At nistration, to remove cet 
tain documents from a Foreign Service officer’s file who recently had resigned 
under charges involving unusual morals; that he, Mr. Matson, iss » notation 
was pla ed in the tile indicating that the C1 had bee removed, nd th 
fact that it was merely removed indicated that they (the Office of Administra 
tion) were not interested in putting in a slip saying it had be removed 

The facts: The personnel file of the officer in questio vho previously 
resigned for morals reasons has been checker This check reveals that the per- 
sonnel filed was charged out to Mr. Victor A Purse, Mrs. Balog, the file supervisor, 
when questioned, licnted that she was certain that no on stated that the file 
was being D eked up to get certain material out of it M Purse’s duties were 


of such a nature that he was authorized to examine confidential personnel files 
He received the file, examined it, and ascertained that the officer was deceased 
He thereupon returned the file to the file room from which it had been withdrawn 


» ) 

Remarks 
My testimony on this matter was accurate and remains unchanged. 
My informant was Mrs. Helen Balog, Chief of the File Room Section. 
Mrs. Balog has informed me since my testimony that she recalls that, 
when the papers in question were requested by Mr. Purse’s office, she 
refused to give them up without the entire file being charged out. As 


w consequence, the entire file was charg “| out to Mr. Purse’s office. 


MR. FORD’S PREPARED STATEMENT 


’ 


Page 3, paragraph 3: 


Mr. Matson’s testimony in regard to Department giving a clearance to another 
sensitive agency in case of an individual who had resigned from State under 
charges of unusual morals: 

Mr. Matson testified that he recalls one instance where the removal of docu 
ments from the files of Foreign Service personnel resulted in the giving of 
clearance by the Department of State and the giving of a favorable recommenda 
tion by the Lepartment to another sensitive Government agency of a person who 
had resigned from the State Department under charges of unusual morals 

The facts: Mr. Matson was requested to identify the case and on doing so, a 
thorough investigation was made of the matter. The individual was not sepa- 
rated from the State Department under charges of unusual morals 
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Mr. Ford has misquoted me in my testimony in which he says that I 
stated that persons involved “had resigned from the State Department 


on the charges of unusual morals.” My testimony (see p. ISAK of 


valley proof) was as follows o1 this point: 
\ ¢ } | heer ( } ( S e ( etotir } the ners 
( | esig I ce refl g on his s bility 
f f er el] he G f 


Mr. Ford’s statement that “the individual was not sepal ited from 


the State Department on charges of unusual morals” is technically 
Cor! Ct; nowever, the lette r prey ously referred to above was sent to 
the Civil Service Comn on by the State Department using the 
terminology referred to and had been part of the file. Such term] 
nology, by previous arrangement with the Civil Service Commission, 
\ ( to them that the biect of any such letter had res oned 
on g of unsuitability because of his morals. In addition to 
t] ract, pon review! o the contents of the file howing that the 
subject | resigned to return to his home in the United States to 
a t his family, there was a letter in the file indicating that the 


Si bject id, 11 fact, vrone to Pari with a other man, A check of 
the records of the morals squad of the State Department at that time 
indicated that they had the name of the employee in question in their 
records as a “suspected sexual deviate.” Additional evidence fur- 
nished by the acting administrative officer at the post in question 
indicated that the man in question and the friend whom he had 
accompanied to Paris were being made the subject of an investigation 


1 


1 sexual deviate by the regional security oflicer at that time. It 


} ] tor] i ] if +} P +] {;] 1; 
ld be cde Nn y pointed out that an examination of the file indi 
} ° ’ } a ik 
cate l. In adaitio! to the two letters of clearance going to a sensitive 
] ‘ l beet 99 : bn +] 
agency of the Government, there was a “flaw” or notice in the file 


ting that Mr. Robert J. Ryan. Ass stant Chief of Personnel, should 


he cons ilted before Anv action Was take non the file. This flao was 


undated. I interviewed Mr. Ryan in an attempt to determine the 
pur} » of this flag. Mr. Ry in told me he had no information on 
{ e man, he could not expla n the presence of the flag in the file, nor 
co i e explain the d sappearance of a copy of the letter, found 
in another office, which had been sent to the Civil Service Commis- 


It should also be pointed out that previous testimony before 
the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigation has brought 
an of removing documents from files 


keeping them in his office or elsewhere 


f — 
_ 
— ow 
- 


r periods of 1 p to 18 months. This is the same Mr. Ryan that Mr. 
Ford ha ited was the contact man who vould keep him informed 
Oo} inv information concernil or exual deviation that might find its 
\ Vintoa personn | file 


COMMENTS OF MR. FORD’S PREPARED STATEMENTS (P. 4, PARS. 1 AND 2) 


Mr. Matson’s te mony in regard to a letter of clearance on a homosexual being 
igned by : ian who resigned under the same charges: 
Mr. Matson in further testifying with reference to the above situation, and 


in answer to tl query as to who it was who subsequently si ned letters of 
endorsement for that individual (referring to the situation above) stated that he 


did not recall who signed the letters, but that he happened to know that the 
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individual who did was a woman in the Department of State who also recently 
resigned under the same type of charges that the man had apparently resigned 
under. 

The facts: The man referred to in the above testimony did not resign under 
charges of any type A check of the letters of clearance show that they were 
not written by the woman separated for morals reasons, 


> 7 
Re LAThS 


My testimony as to the identity of the person sl ne the two letters 
of clearance was based on the statement made to me by a special agent 
for the State Departmenut, William Anderson, who was jointly work- 
Ing on this file with me, While reading the Lie, he poil ted out to 
me that the signature of the person who had written the two letters 
of clearance and other recruitment documents was the same woman 
who had resigned during the past year under charges of unusual 
morals, 


MR. FORD S PREPARED STATEMENT 


Page 4, paragraphs 3 and 4: 


Mr. Matson’s tesimony regarding Harry Wolfe: 
As related by the chairman in questioning Vladimir I. Toumanoff, Mr. Matson 
testified that a man named (Harry) Wolfe, an administrative officer in Ger- 


many, was rated “Unsatisfactory” by three supervisors an nt back to be fired ; 
that he was asked for by Mr. Toumanoff’s section and later Mr. Toumanoff 
recommended him for a raise. And still later, Mr. Wolfe was in a position to 


recommend a raise for Mr. Toumanoff 

The facts: 1. Mr. Harry Wolfe, administrative officer in the Division of Foreign 
Service Personnel of the Department, bas never been rated “Unsatisfactory” 
while employed in the Foreign Service or in the Department of State. 

Re marks 

Mr. Ford’s contention that Mr. Harry Wolfe had never been rated 
“Unsatisfactory” while employed in Foreign Service is, according to 
the file I reviewed, inaccurate. My testimony was based on notes 
taken directly from that file and I have later corroborated this infor- 
mation with Mrs. Balog, who also recalls that my testimony was 
correct. 

2. Mr. Wolfe was transferred from the Foreign Service in Germany to the 
classified civil service of the Department of State in Washington to accept a 
responsibile position in the Division of Foreign Service Personnel He was not 
returned to the United States “to be fired.” He chose to return to his native 
land of his own volition. 

Re marks 

Mr. Ford’s statement that Mr. Wolfe was transferred from the 
Foreign Service in Germany to the Department of State “to accept a 
responsible position” is substantially correct. However. as I stated in 
my testimony, Mr. Wolfe did receive unsatisfactory efficiency reports 
signed by three supervisors and was recommended for release. Prior 
to Mr. Wolfe’s recall, however, Mr. Ryan as Deputy Chief of Per- 
sonnel as I recall from the records, wrote a letter stating that there 
was an opening in the Department in which he would like to place 
Mr. Wolfe. At this time, Mr. Toumanoff was in recruitment and 
apparently was called upon to process Mr. Wolfe’s papers. 

3. No one in the Performance Measurement Branch of the Division of Foreign 
Service Personnel ever requested that Mr. Wolfe be assigned to that Branch. 
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Re marks 

Mr. Ford states that no one in the Performance and Measurement 
Branch of the Division of Foreign Service Personnel ever requested 
Mr. Wolfe to be reassigned to that Branch. The file did not contain 
a Department request from the Performance and Measurement 
Branch for Mr. Wolfe specifically, however, in a letter written by Mr. 
Ryan, he indicated that there was a position open in that section in 
which he wished to place Mr. Wolfe. From same statement, I pre- 
sume that there had been a discussion between Mr. Wolfe and the 
Performance and Measurement Branch as to whether such an assign 
ment was acceptable to them. My assumption is made on standard 
practices of the State Department. 

1. Mr. Toumanoff never recommended that a raise in salary be given Mr 
Wolfe and never was in a position to do s 


> ] 
fvemarks 


Mr. Ford’s statement that “Mr. Toumanofl never recommended that 
a raise In salary be given Mr. Wolfe and never was in a position to 
doso’” The file contains a “proposed personnel action” for promotion 
of Mr. Wolfe. Under the line whieh indicated “officer requesting 
action,” Mr. Toumanoff’s name was w ritten in. 

(5) In this paragraph, Mr. Ford states this sentence: “That Mr. 
Wolfe neither had nor does he now have authority to take action grant- 
Ing an increase in salary to Mr. Toumanoff.” I think it would now be 
safe to say that Secretary of State Dulles does not have the right to 
grant him an increase in salary either. However, any officer who has 
authority to sign his name to a personnel action can, with or without 
approval, initiate an action which actually will result in a salary 
increase for another employee. Also, it was quite natural that Mr. 
Wolfe, in his position, could certainly have a definite influence af- 
fecting personnel in his division. 


COMMENTS ON MR, FORD'S PREPARED STATEMENT (P. 5, PAR. 3 AND 4) 


Mr. Matson has testified about my conversations with him I would like te 
Sii\ this 

1 talked with him for approximately 8 hours on Saturday, February 7, 1953. 
out 6 weeks prior to the time this committee started its investigation I 
had been conducting an extensive investigation of the FP file room In fact, 
only 2 or 8 days before John Matson testified in public session I had occasion 
to ask him if he had any further leads to suggest I went over his public testi- 
mony with him, asking him to identify by name the specific cases he was re- 
ferring to in his public testimony. He did so. He admitted he had not brought 

my attention either directly or indirectly many of the situations he had testi 

“| abou Mr. Matson understood that he was under no duress, intimidation, 
or compulsion 

On Monday, February 9, 1953, when I again talked with Mr. Matson, he told me 
that he felt his initial trouble in the Foreign Service was due to a conspiracy 
against him. He inferred that this conspiracy, in his opinion, was tied in with 
communism in the State Department. 


Re marks 

(1) Mr. Ford’s statement in this paragraph: “I talked with him 
for approximately 3 hours on Saturday, February 7, 1953,” etc. If 
Mr. Ford had then conducted, as he presents it, “an extensive investi- 
gation of the FP file room,” his testimony before the Senate Permanent 


For al 


t= 


Subcommittee indicates that his investigation was a total loss. Dur- 
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ing his testimony, as the committee will recall, he stated that he felt 
the file system in FP was good. He also thanked the committee for 
having brought to his attention many of the situations in the file room 
which indicated that the system was not good. 

(2) Mr. Ford states that I admitted that I had not brought to Mr. 
Ford’s attention, directly or indirectly, many of the situations on 
which I had testified. 1 thi nk that I shot ild point out that, after my 
testimony at the executive hearings on January 26, Mr. Ford e alled 
me at my home on Sunday, January 31. He interrogated me for ap 
proximately 1 hour by telephone in what I felt was an attempt to 
“squeeze out of me” all information I had on the file-room operation 
plus any other information on which I might be able to present to the 
Senate Permanent Subcommittee in the event I testified before them. 
He brought up during this discussion the fact that Mrs. Balog, Mr. 
Toumanoff, and others had been made the subject of a subpena and 
inferred that he believes that I, too, had already been subject of a sub- 
pena. At this time I did inform him specifically of several situations 
affecting the file room which were later a part of my testimony on 
the 5th of February and were contained in one of my memoranda to 
Mr. Ford in June or December of 1952 

(3) Mr. Ford states also that I understood that I was under no 
duress, intimidation, or compulsion. On the afternoon of February 4, 
the day prior to my testimony before the committee, I notified Mr. 
Ford’s office that I had been sub ypenaed and was to testify the follow- 
ing morning. Mr. Ford called my home on at least 3 different 
occasions and informed my wife that it was very important that I 
get in touch ~~ him immediate ‘ly; that he would be at his office until 
after 8 p.m. I did not call Mr. Ford prior to my testimony but 
pometiatale thereafter I did so. Mr. Ford, at this time, stated that 
he did not wish to see me and refused to indicate what the nature or 
origin of his desire to speak to me previously was. It is interesting 
to note that on February 9, when Mr. Ford called me to his office for 
the 314 hour discussion of my testimony, it was my impression 
that he was attempting to bribe me. He spent more than 1 hour 
of this time telling me that I knew that his only interest in my 
testimony was his desire to see that the De partment had good security 
He stated that he had been working behind the scenes for a long time 
to straighten out the record on my experiences in the Foreign Section 
and that he intended to see to it that [ went to the top of the security 
program ina hurry. In line with this attempt of his, he went so far 
as to discuss many problems concerning security on which he needed 
solutions and requested my advice on them. He even disclosed de- 
tails on new secret security equipment that had been purchased and 
then told me he was assigning me to an office on the floor below where I 
would have a desk and would act as his consultant. One of my first 
duties in this assignment was to prepare a detailed report of my ex- 
periences in the Foreign Service, including all names and other data of 
persons or situations adve rsely affecting security. He persisted in his 
effort to impress me with my glorious future until I asked him for a 
letter of guaranty that no information I had furnished to him could 
be used against me, now or in the future. 

(4) Mr. Ford’s statement concerning my telling him about my ini- 
tial trouble in the Foreign Service being due toa conspiracy, and so 
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forth: I did not tell Mr. Ford this. although he and I both were aware 
that there is a certain amount of truth to the statement he has made. 
| did e¢ 1] h m, however, that most ot the original 32 Foreign Service 
ecurity officers, including himself, had reported the same type of dif- 
ficulty after they had attempted to carry out their duties at various 


diplomatic and consular posts. 
7? 
MR. FORD'S PREPARED STATEMENT 


page 6, p iragraph : 


» for him to do would be to write down everything 

hat I would investigate each and every facet of any alle- 
either from personal knowledge or from review of any file 

» of, Whether rumor, speculation, or personal opinion, and 

acy of any type were the reason for his earlier difficulty in the 
I wo aid he did 
rite down su a history because [ would try to take everything he 
make a fool of him b F »committee. I told him that I would take 
rot nvestiga , but that I had no intention of making a fool 

i | to Writing up such a history until after 


i 
ild see that appropriate action was taken Hes 


Mr. Ford’s statement concerning his desire that I write down 

hing that was on my mind is not true. Reference is made to my 
tatement above in which the facts are contained. He also 

tated that I had said that “I did not want to write down such a his- 
tory because Mr. Ford would try to take everything I wrote and make 
liberate untruth by 


] 
i 


before the committee.” This is a de 
MR. FORD’S PREPARED STATEMENT 


), paragr iphs 9.3, and 4: 


e was bad in the Personnel Division. The Director of the Office of Per- 

informed me that the situation was very serious and that the people in 

‘re not able to adequately perform their work He informed me 

rale Was in large measure due to fear resulting from the fact that 

Division was under fire, and the general feeling among employees 

Personnel Division that Mr. Matson’s testimony before this subcommittee 

ome instances had been partially correct and in sOme instances erroneous. 

vself, had discovered that certain of Mr. Matson’s statements were only half 

some untrue. Now, again, I point out that Il am not accusing Mr. Matson 

alsification 

e reasons, I reassigned Mr. Matson. I made the decision on my own 

itely was not intended in any sense whatever as a reprisal action for 

a ¢ testified, nor as an action which would in any sense interfere with 
investigation of this subcommittee. 

Matson has not been demoted and his availability to this committee has 


ween reduced. 

(6) Mr. Ford’s statement that morale was bad in the Personnel 
Division, and so forth. That morale was bad in the Personnel Divi- 
sion is fully admitted. However, the testimony of Mrs. Balog and 
ther employees indicates that morale has been bad for so long that it 

difficult to determine when it began. The facts are, however, that 
the basis of the bad morale has no connection with any of the testi- 
mony given to the Senate Permanent Subcommittee, with the possible 
exception that these persons may have a guilty conscience because 
of some participation in wrongdoing during their employment in 
that section. Mrs. Balog has offered to corroborate this statement. 





(7) Mr. 
so forth. 
of the Ofhies of 

Atta I's), he defy 


ment 


r to 


vel 
. Baloe’s off 


1 
se recommendat! 


the files of FP if he hi 


Mr. Ford’s testimo1 y, page 
First of all, as Mr. Boykin s 
I was told that prine 
below their efficiency 
over there. IL thought 
had been up to testify, and 


there, and I mean that—he 
CHAIRMAN. Is that very bad, 
Mr. Forp. No, it is not bad f 
don’t have enough employees 
don't have enough.” 


R. wid j S 


The statement th he employees of the file room are operating 
below their average effective) Pa pl e or my testi- 


he 
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mony is, as Mrs. Balog will confirm, not true. It appeared to me, that 
aft —— nv. the effi ency of the offic appeared tostepupa bit 
as t] they were stimulated into it by possibly a guilty conscience 
or some other reason. I wish to state that I did not, as Mr. Ford 
testi fi begin to ask questions of any kind of the employees of the file 
room for other than 1 rmal pi blems affecting m) work in that room, 

ite! tt nony Che statement that I started, “You don't have 
enough employees here. Iam going up and tell the committee that you 
don't hh eno oa}. san untruth of the whole cloth. 


Mr. Ford’s testimony, page 10930, line 4: 


And lol Matson) was also making comments over there that about 10 


| e I did not make this statement. If I had made any state- 
ment. I would hay aid 50 pereent of the Foreign Service were rotten, 
It my conviction that this report of facts will refute all of the 


allegatic made by Mr. Ford alleging half-truths or misstatements 
] 


made by me in my testimony, and will disprove allegations made by 
him aga C my character, reliability, and professional standing us a 
( I mcer, 

I shoul ke to make the statement at this time that Mr. Ford's in- 
teority during h ervice as a security officer in the Foreign Service 
al lthe D } tment of State has more than once been in question, 

| ive been informed by the counsel of the Senate Permanent Sub- 
con ttee that a letter was received by them cont Lining derogatory 
mate l concerning Mr. Ford’s activities in the Foreign Service. The 
letter w written by a former Foreign Service officer who claims that, 


after having given Mr. Ford information with supporting documents 

lor who was a sex deviate, and concerning a visa issued 
by the order of a high Department of State official to Rose Browder, 
wife of Earl Browder, former head of the Communist Party; that Mr. 
Ford, in collaboration with other high Department of State officials 
covered up both of these cases. The officer Writing the letter states 
he h reason to feel that he was selected out of the Foreign Service 
because of the information he had eviven to Mr. Ford. 





No. 3 


Ture Conrrou anp Usk or PErsONNEL INFORMATION IN THE 
DerPARTMENT OF STATE 


A SPECIAL REPORT TO THE UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE 
By Joseph D, Cooper, consultant, March 9, 1953 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, D. C., March 9, 1953. 


Under Scerctary of State, 
Department of State, Washington 25, D. C. 
Dear Mr. Lourte: I transmit herewith to you my findings and recommendations 
eenrding the control and use of personnel information in the Department of 





In accordar with the terms of reference el ) I 1d « plet ree 
dom of actic nd de linn t] ’ ; ed | survey 
ing this problm. Two people were detached from their reg r work in the De- 
partinent and made coi Vv ava e t { sistance. 1 had full 
access to the facilities, files, and personne f the Department 


In addition, I consulted personally with the Director of the National Archives, 
Officials of the Feder Bure f Invest one of I ted States Civil 


Ser\ice Commissioners, the Director the Nation | e of Mental Health, 
tall personnel of two Senate committees, and officials charge of foreign 
personnel administration of one of the rg Am ! om] 3 
Work was begun on this eniment on Febi 1] npleted as of this 
ate. During this period | averaged half-time o e assignment due to the pres- 
sure of my other respo! ties outside the Department of State 
When | undertook this ass ment I was told that I d engage the services 
® of’ independent, outside management consultants Because | was not able to 
exercise this discretion, I 1 end that an outside management consultant be 
engaged to review my recommendations ar to stud e administrative and 
cost feasibiltiy of any proposals for serialized control and placeability control, 


by microfilming or otherwise, of personnel do é I believe that adoption 








of the proposals in my report will assure maximum ity of i lation, but 
lew Of tie interest show! serialization during the oneressiolal inquiry 
1 may wish to investigate is point more tl 1h 
h tl ile 4 I> | ! We exa ned 
nd son I endiut ( tt report deais 
mi v with files and inf 1 re S e@ 1M nnel, for that 
| he actual locu of tl ! ! ( t f depar ntal 
J he ire e¢ re ! e ( Servi > 
CX LISSLOI ilole t ( \ pine ( u- 
menadat I \ ¢ rad a i} Ser ty I V oo 
ni pear ft mstity ! 
| Ss re rt poi I W h I be ‘ provement 
an hou rt ! t I it th n 3 i I there 1s no 
reasol » believe thin by e © ( ! nent 
Lit ire s ed by e1 e, sine nd | kk ‘ Rathe l 
suspect tl report identifies one aspect of operations wl iffered from 
lnattentior eneral threo the t partmel 
During the course of n survey, the Director of Personnel instituted various 
changes in method In order to assure that my rep f lally correct, I 
submitted it for conference review | he Director Per ! for verification 
and for such comment as he might care to make Lhis does not mean that he 
zrees or disagrees with my findings 
if vou ar o achieve the deg of d ent security which ems des ble, 
you will have to spend more money for clerical pet nel in the Cffice of Personnel 
and possibly the Office of Security rhe Office of Personne as desired to make 
certain changes, as proposed herein, but states that it has been prevented from 
makin: them because of staffing | ta ns. On tl othe ind, savines in 
eliminating paperwork and files maintenance elsewhert he Department might 
. OS these costs 
Che scope of my survey was limited to the estal shmel ) he Department of 
State in Washington, D. ¢ You may wish to make a survey alon imilar lines 
with respect to person el files abroad ihis n \ ( por tin such piaces as 
Germany and Austria as well as with respect to the ring and assignment of 
local personnel throughout the world 
You should know, too, that 1 mimendations pertainil to discontinuance of 
regi | bureau and other oj area files w et h great resistance 
as will proposals to route all personnel correspondence through the Office of 
Personnel 
Much internal follow-through will be necessary if my recommendations are 
accepted Chis may be a matter for the attention of your n ement staff 
(A/MS) which commands among its members the necessary overall knowledge 
of e organizational, procedural and communication processes of the Depart- 
f State re 1 me to undertake this 
l upon me if I iy be of any further 
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’ formation ¢ nee o perfor n “ , l 
! ‘ ve] \ f a ma le locati of any docu 
I d ti hare l e of | ned dor ents ist be ke t 
lisciplined minimu 
i | ! ‘ dl rvi f pers + ild b 5a] eon 
ite is p ( with operating requirements d ministrative 
i the ‘ I of separate or duplicate convenie e files mus 
eed 
Re nee hou l ed official criteria to govern the selection, loca 
nd relocation of ¢ me} f flicial f g as opposed to reliance upon 
dual varia judgment 
Off-hours access to official personnel and security files should be minimized 
vhere necessarv should require the presence in the file room of more that 
erso! henever files are examined or drawn and should require the mainte 
f record of all such files 
Perse who are rged with the maintenance « les under conditions 
1X eurity rol should, themselves, qualif under the highest 
vy standards and should receive special and supervisory training 
SUMMARY OF SPECIFIC FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIO? 
The specific findings : re ions are discussed in this report in 
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I THE RECEIPT AND ISPOSITION O RSONNEL DOCU) NTS ORIGINATING OUTSIDI 
PHI \ MENT PRIOR TO FILIN( 
ll correspondence and reports pertaining to personnel should be received 


initially by the Office of Personnel or the Office of Security except that inspec- 








tors should continue to correspond direct vith their chief in Washington. 
The official-informal letter should be abolished and other existing means of 
communication should be authorized to acco! ish the same official objectives 
Use of unofficial media or channels of communication on official business, at 
least as concerns personnel, should be r irded as a penalty offense \ control 
system should be established on all incoming personnel « munications except 
for those of a routine, administrative nature in order to assure the taking of 
action and to minimize the possibility of nonfilin 

At the present there is no ass a e that documents received from abroad 
Will, in all cases, beco matt of official record ‘ y may be received 
through official-informal channels by ireau or are pe ! outside of the 
Office of Personnel or the be received staf f the Office f Pers el 
without any control to assure that they eventually nd the way into the 
propel files 

Il HE DISPOS N ( N NI On ENTS ORIGINA + WI IN THI 
DEPA I Ol oO LI 


A simple control should be established to assure that internally originated 
or created documents pertaini oO personnel be n i matter of record and 


are eventually filed properly 











There is now nos tem toa ire that this will take place 
il. THE POINTS AT WHICH ERS LES A MAIN I N THE DEPARTMENT 
All personnel files pertaining to individual empl ees located outside the 
Office nnel and the Office of Secu \ I ad be lished Within the 
re) e nne files i ‘ ent ho ¢ ( I ized direction al 
thou files might ce inue Lye cel where necessary 
from an operational standpoint or where } centralization is administra- 
tively feasible No personnel files should be 1 I el separately by any 
perso! officials ¢« dl f the official file roon The applicant files of persons 
who a employe 1 in the reign Service hr igh e) ‘ ons conducted by 
the Board « l re r the Forei serv li hould be made a part of the 
recular files of Foreign Service personnel 
The need for keeping personnel files outside of the Office of Personnel is 
questionable from an economy s dpoint. Their existence weakens any efforts 
to keep personne nformat ( fidentia They 1 contain documents which 
should be filed centra to as a more complete recor in one place In- 
ividua es shou t be key itside tl fici ‘ nder the personal 
custody of enior officia I d ecu burdet | his 
ofl which « d more read e hat ad i I The cer i 
ition Oo: a 1 l ver L ype i Ss 1s ece itl I Ss 
ciplinary col la to minil ‘ I ¢ 
\ rH M ODS OF MAINTAIN ( 5 A G A S 3 rHEM 
Tl file ey n * eS _ vice Reserv he e 
reor | » aS St I id { I pel ) 
‘ e ll rma el ‘ ( 
files of Foreign Service of ) he d ! wl cu 
me tS ¢ e To 2 he of] So! and I I e Tile d 
be erned | fl l ( \ny ‘ i e, I l 
' , ’ 1 el rhe 
l | c l A 
offici reg t f nne f e 
need kn | S t i | ps is 
be I I | l 
special enci ! I { l Li ( a re l 





From a document security ndpoint, confident port s of all personnel 
hile ( I 1 from tl di rative | ! | e Stall 
‘ | ! tbhere does 
ne e¢ e¢ I hic ild I ie vinere I 
shi e filed and wl ! ( iments 1 be mited by el 
t I nt! ed ¢ ( « I Col dere og ad ecu Vy pl t ( 
1 en { ( ‘ \ ‘ Vert ce 
M 1% . ¥ e ricted ( n 
nal d s bu l l I ( acee i thereatte a 
t ! ( S atte em i e file oom i I idequate chars 
( l ne te nt ( i} e oO 
em i [ g sel rine fie roon ( 
pres¢ I ire I veme 1 di to the a r)< of 
{ r supery 1 ¢ e ¢ l a hie lnve gators and Lie 
pe! ‘ 
V N IN \ \ r¢ 
t} ‘ T t ll { \ dit h i? I i tr nit a) rst t 
en! ot docume ely { il ol 
I I ! om ‘ n tf two 
Office elimi l or d ched tf vith the Office of Ve onne 
ince j j ‘ iri eS W hin the Othee otf Se l 


y* estigators as to the existence nd loca 
[ ! pers li¢ 

4A these recomend | { ‘ O¢ presented in preceding portions 
of I Che pi e disp | not as e that an oflicial re 
\ ( d be vare of the tence of pertinent information 

THE ADEQUACY OF EMPL S WHO HANDLE ¢ ICIAL PERSON NEL FI 

rhe use of transient employees in the file room should be discontinued Iiles 
person! l ild receive a ful ecurity estigatl« brought up tc date s of 
tl it signment his ould ay te ny persons ha g cess to the 
f C} ves in procedure recomme 1 in this report should aflord cppor 
tic r upgrad of positions and improvement in the caliber of files 
pe 

] view of the presence « f true readings of em rypted cablegrams and highly 
classified security information in some files and in view of the trust imposed 
upo! ich persons generally, all personne] file employees should have a currently 
i curity investigatiol The same considerations are applicable to any other 
pers ithorized to withdraw personnel fil 


VI M Hop FOR ASSU!I NG IAT FILI ARI rAM PERPROO! re A MAXIMUM DEGREI 
AND AN) -EY INFORMATION IS REPLACEABLI 


Installation of the system proposed in the foregoing paragraphs should make 
the f as tamperproof as is administrativel lesirable. Installation of an 
tt rocedure as part of an overall communication-receiving control on 
cert ( iments should provide a basis of identifying missing materials and 


r source for replacement. No other complex systems are recom 





on were considered. They involve ad 
ditional, substantial cost. Even if established it is doubtful whether they could 
completely defy tampering. It must be emphasized that most personnel infor 
mation does not bear on national security and is ordinarily replaceable. 


Systems of microfilming and serializa 


VIII. COLLATERAL RECOMMENDATIONS 





In the course of this survey, conditions were observed which are merely identi- 
fied he for further possible inquiry These include the need for tightening 
document security in all Department of State and Foreign Service operations; 


the adequacy of personnel document security in foreign posts and the extent to 
| : I : I 
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nformat S f uN ‘ } ert S 
i¢ I r { es \\ 
Examiners f e | ‘ e 
Systems ( ! é ev, perfol pl a 
nd sels on out 
‘ i 4 i 

This survey is ( f I I S l 
Oo! ] ! ( ; pm» 
su il \ . 
ol rvey wi i sé | ‘ ‘ . 3 
u ! he great ‘ t 
oO} l V e put 
into effect, if approved 
% TH Ip) ( G rHE 

A. All « } f l l, 
init ce OF ] f Of] r 
cl i are \ { } ‘ | 
manner except t in son for ve 1 L- 
taneotl to ¢ eas { D The w - ( l ( f off il- 
inf ette the ence ‘ i f 
any cent ” 1 over suc t 
Such Communications evel Ww é ht 2 
lati rovide th off i should { \ o- 
sponde Th do not ] i CS] e¢, bul 
these lin ed ¢ dit y to tl I t] ect, 
the “re rivate at the option t eC! nd i l bn 
is accepted, infor ! s of nnel ¢ ol be S- 
tributed elsewhere in the D I ¢ the Divis { I n ( nil 
Record Rather, s | n W ld b l the option of e Otlice of 
Personnel or the Office of Se as approp ( 

Bb. The « al i nee fcr fl olis l } f t meat ; of 
co? iu [ di su l he ti [ l ; [ ( l ol cs. 
The offici rey it s of Dey ! l I Service St f 
media of communk I e amence » pe it f ( e oy ons 
memorandum for informa l kere 1 dis ! now go int l- 
informal letters The officia fou ettel as, 1n if taken the ace of 
informati il, nonrecord col sasa ‘ of i I ( eloping facts 
and shaping up final con e then « tted paper a flicial 
docuilents In addi n has n oe I f iw fT haun- 
nels In using the op tl ! Us I on Ser e 
posts should be instructed to place ope ms me ! 1 personnel matters 
in envelopes addressed eithe t thre rector e OT e of l’ersonuel or to the 
Director of the Office of Security, as appropriate 

C. Use of unofticial 2 } ; a se :. 
at Icast as cone pe L, 1 I While 
this recommendation is lim l personnel matte é e complications for 
other pl as orf the Depat n Sine ! 1 be SeT con- 
sidered This is a matter for isines ce procedure e interest ¢ hte g 
the discipline of the Depa f he Foreign Servic Althoug gula 
tions really prohibit private I ler the vy of i nfor 
mal channel has effect the purpose of y I 

LD. { contre Ni/ Vi g] / sn J } \ ¢ = 
cations ¢ cpt f those of ) j tira j a »a ( 
the taki of action and to the possib Pr ¢ j A controls tem 
is now used by the messag er of the Of of nel. It does not, 
however, cover all documents which ought to be led, es] ¥ since all 
personnel documents do not come through that 1 { er \ ( 
trol is simply an act fol ip ntr ! does 1 ] doc ents ll 
actually find their way into personnel f The s ol should be re 
designed so thet a two-part 3 by 5 control slip will be prepared « li ng 
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I pondence w *h not of tinely administrative nature. One part would 
i mpany the document for action or information routing while the other part 
would for irded to the file room to serve as a followup on both action and 
the . e receipt of the documents in the file room. Incidentally, a collateral 
u \ e made of th e-room copy of the control form by filing it ina 3 by 5 
ad | the employee's name \ similar system is in use by the Federal 
Bu Investigation 
l | S SITION oO} PERSON NEI Do MENTS ORIGINATING WITHIN rHE 
PART ENT, } Rm TO FILING 
{ ] trol should be established to assure that internally originated 
( ed ents pertaining to personnel become a matter of record and are 
‘ dp i 
I CO! nications which iy be prepared by persons within the 
0 ( i ne and persons n other pi ; of the Departmen ( pies of 
¢ ce 1 } 1 tl rt into f person e] les o he em- 
‘ +} } 1 ed ij he working s of the orig iting 
oll ] rrespondence } es of tl Department should } changed to 
DD ( on copies, together with ! ‘ting materials, where pertinent, 
itomrit i tot Ofi f Personnel M ge Center A 3 by 5 
m shy ld } ent, t ethe1 h the carbon, but no additional 
) } 1 be ade of the cont form This 8 by 5 slip would be used solely 
fo. As an incidenta t the re ew of outgoing yn. sonnel 
bv the Corresp dence Revie Staff of the Executive Secretariat 
ntinued The bulk of h corre pondence is of a routine, ad- 
e natu hich d irl t such review The main reason for 
] { the review, however to reduce the internal movement of per- 
! yndence therehy so redneing aces to the contents of personnel 
III TS Al 1 Py i LES AINED IN THE DEP MENT 
a. onnel file , ty d Inal empl es located outside the 
0 , nel . 2 O of Sec ty hould be abolished Varying types 
s d n regional | eaus, functional areas and other 
( ! ons t I ut the Department In add on to utiliz 
HDs floor space, requiril 1dditional copies of personnel 
| 7 ymore f cabinets x I if such files dilutes any 
he confidential nature of personnel information These files 
( ivenie! place in which to place documents \¥ hich ordinarily 
the cent personnel files rhus ere is 1 1 ce that all 
] n pertaining to an employee is on file centrally Where 
n¢ inistrative control purposes by these various offices, personnnel 
uid he I \ yau i ad t the mana ent staff 
( e} nnel for mntir ! ’ © oO} 1 riginal i tion 
7) +] f ht ¢ ) f 
) als {] f¢ 
ble At present, 1 
S ‘ ( tion and t n th ( a 
‘ I) ( — P12] ~ 
\ neh of the D 1 of Fore s 
af ( Pers) ¢ the R ft 
[ I I e fP nl telat 
D nnel and q bly in other ope 
| \ ~ ‘ 
hr i] h f t ! 
: } oO ne¢ +} t} ( 
\ + , a 
‘ fe +) 4 ' Td 
of tl ( hould be h I 
‘ I 1 presents a d ult ph 
‘ f d contr hat ould relies 
\ ! le ndin lires 
n1 r other reason 
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C. No personnel files should be maintained s« parately by any sentor personnel 
officials outside of the official file room even though ti} hasis of 


nance is to provide additional secu ty safequarde For eXal 





tained by the assistant chief of the Foreign Service personne 





to the official file room At the very least such separate mainten:nce imposes 
a burden of explanation. It also imposes additional sex y burdens upon his 
office which more readily could be handled by the official file roo: If any files 
should be flagged, suitable means for doing so and for safeguardins em can be 
set up With the file room itseif Access to such folders could be permitted by 
specific direction of the chief or assistant chief of the division, if limited access 


is necessary 


D. The applicant files of persons who are employed in the Foreign Service 


through examinations conducted by the Boar of l m” ers fo t / on 
Service shuld be combined into the central personnel f : At present the Board 
keeps all applicant files, whether their candidacy was successful or unsuccess 
ful If the complete history is to be readily available the applicant es should 


he moved forward 


I rH METHODS OF MAINTAINING FI ~ ) I 3 TO { 

\ The files of Foreign 8S e4 1) } n SNe e reserve should be 
reordganized so ag to se ‘ } ) » ‘ t 
ance ijormation and us the ca 0 ( 
files of Foreign Service il nan oO epal 
administrative jackets I ‘ 4 he pers el 
files of Foreign Servic vision of law making per 





formance information 















Service officers From a document security standp t ft re is 1 reaso hy 
the personnel files of Foreign Service staff and Foreign Service reserve emmy V 
ees should not be put on the same basis Thus the ad nistrative iackets could 
be withdrawn for routine administrative purposes without giving employees 
access to information which they do not net to have foreover, standardiza 
tion of the filing system would simplify the administration ef files 

Bb. The determination of what documents are to ¢ to the off al personne 
file and their location in the fils hould be qoverned MW Ot ( feria. Althe igh 
there has been a great amount of consideration as to the conditions under which 
documents should be removed from files, little cons ition seems to | e been 
viven to conditions under which documents shoul » int e files I wil 
throug on receipt of communicat ns from their or sources nt é 
ultimate placement in the file one may find inv Opportunities for diversion 
documents into personal working es in the il divisions and branches 
There do not appear to have been any ofticia rit erning the reorganiza 
tion of documents ineluding their removal from performance files a transfer 
into so-called e ope files. If offici working crite could be ¢ h 
erning all these determinations, they would be much less subject to variation 
in treatment, however unintentional Whatever criteria are determined upor 
hould become a matter of official res at n 

Cc. Any material to be inserted in a file, removed ¢ clocated should be sod e 
only by officially authorized f S pe S07 el Offi rs ¢ side the file room sl uld 
not be allowed to reorganize files or otherwise ta apart lr} ipplies 
also to the Performance Measurement Branch. Whe er it is nee sary to 
reorganize files or to rel ( re cate d im s h d 1 ( by 
authorized staff of the personnel file room who shot be satisied as to the 
1uthority for the changes 

D. Access to official personnel e should be « heolute necd-to-know 
basis. Access to files and authority to withdraw 1 now give to § t of 
officers and em vees as required by w and off I ons Phe do not 
seem to be any provisions ) re such it cecess I ed 
to those persons once ft] vee lI ( l of tl file 1 m 
Wherever possib! withdrawal of file he 1 be ed and ¢ mit on 
Dy a thorized person el within the 1 ] Ss ot I n s i 
substituted. When files are sent t of ft! ‘ ] ro | I sent 
under conditions wl ) Will assure that they reach 1 i ffices for m 
they are intended without intermediate exa nat The recipients of the files 
should be advised that the ire m ithorized nfo1 on contained 
in the files except in the restricted for fl l ¢ es and that the 
files are not to be transferred to the custody } S ¢ ‘ ‘ ‘ re 








182 STATE DEPARTMENT—FILE SURVEY 








ther sa iorized to withdraw files. The list of persons who have access 
ti he f ould bel stablished ona Inetional basis That is, the list should 
contain th flicial titles of incuinbents of positions authorized to examine files 
al f ! d persons should be determined accordinels lwo 
| lld be ¢ iDlISHed One is the ac lal withdra il of files and one 1s OL- 
Site ¢ l I 

] { que charge-out and followup system n t be instalicd. Steps 
WV r t du ourse of this Survey, to install a new charge-out 
S} ! \\ evel tem is installed should provide for the maintenance a 
yp ( chan ( eco! r each individual file, except that t need not 
be ! f the 1 tit \ nisti e fold Until such time s the adminis 
trative portions of the files of Foreign Sei ‘ iff and Foreign Service resery 
el ‘ e sepa ed t would be necessary, under this system, to keep 
a pe nent charge-out on the entire file. A charge-out system should provide 
t¢ fl utomatie followup allowin 1 reasonable, limited period for keeping 
files ¢ of the file room. <A positive system of charge renewals should be installed 
11 1) e tl chara t system, a system of automatic reporting to 
the Dire r of the Office of Personnel of persistent violations should be esta 
l 

j } f ( vid F er ad } ren y]7 el 7 
arca ) The file room should be reorganized nd lers 
i to preve entry of any except authorized f oom personnel, The 
I l Sel ce personnel file room presents a disordered picture, due to its 
rraing ent du to the absence facilities for super sed onsite exa in 
ti f b nvestigators and other authorized personnel. It does not require 
I I few people within the file room to create a confused atmosphere 
S there may be 4, 5 r 6 investigators examining files at one time 
Una cl onditions it is very difficult for file-room personnel to maintain 
nh ( rol o files. A room to the side of the main file room or at 
ar n | with hie rool should be set up with tables and chairs only 
‘ of inve s and others who must make onsite investigatior f 

f l ler no conditions would they be granted personal entry into the file 
I \ ace survey should be inade leading to a physical reorganization of 
the file room itself. Such physical barriers as are necessary to keep people from 
entering the file room should be erected at once. 
V E METHODS FOR ASSURING THAT ALL PERSONNEL INFORMATION PERTAINING TO 


AN INDIVIDUAL IS READILY AVAILABLE 
A The complete story of an employce’s service under the Departme nt of State 
by limiting the points of document reccipt to the Office of 
Personnel and the Office of Security, concentrating the official files in those two 
7 subsidiary or detached files within the Office of Personnel, 
indexing the information now available in various files within the Office of Secu 


can be made available } 





ri and placing cross-references in files when documents are transferred out. 
The loose dispersion of both communication referrals and files does not, at pres- 
ent, give assurance to an official reviewer that he h had an opportunity to 
examine the personnel history of an individual. The recommendations set forth 
in this paragraph have been touched on in various of the preceding parts of this 
report Accordingly, the design of an efficient communication and filing system 
should naturally bring forth the intended goal—that all personnel information 
pertaining to an individual is readily available 

I. A posted notice should inform authorized investigators of the existence and 
locat of 4 mnel information not in the personnel file room. Although the 
head the Foreign Service personnel file room informs investigators of the 
é nee of other files, there is no assurance that this would be done uniformly 


} 


and comprehensively, since it depends upon a personal element. <A better system 
would be to identify the types of information available and their location. In 
some cases files of departmental employees were sent to the Records Center at 


St. I is after their termi1 iol Subsequently, these people may have become 
reemploved bv the Foreign Service Steps should be taken to recapture those 
files, but in the meantime an inventory should be made of all such cases and 


should be available for inve itors and official reviewers. An indexing system 


should be established within e Office of Security so that there will be a ecard 
reference to separate files within that office pertaining to named personnel. 
Whenever documents are properly moved from one file location to another there 
should be a cross-reference left in the previous file. In addition to the improve 
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confo1 

C. Efforts should be made to unparade sonnel f . gif nd to improve 
the caliber of files personnel, principa ” ma thre room a more 
desirable place in which to work. The chang in opel rhe as and in file 
room procedure should introduce enough new elemen of scretion and re 
sponsibility to permit some reclassification, 


VII. METHODS FOR ASSURING TH FILES A {PFR-PROO MAXIMUM DEGRE? 
AND ANY KEY INFORMATION I§ PLAC 4 





A The f les shor d l nad rs tay per ? 7 N j 
within the limits of ] wn fallib The oft ‘ nn f ete ‘ 
should become tamper-proof to a! um ¢ ‘ I l p of tl ‘ 
mendations in the preceding p ( this rep rl ‘ pre } ’ Sy 1 
wh h woul ever Cé mpletel ‘ mit the pos b TT ©} 
substitution of docum { Consider g I \ ! Sle 


ability. No recommendations ar eing made for tf] ! tion « uch syste 
because of their cost nd because maxi I ichievement of purpose the 
would serve can be ob ned through procedut It1 be emphas d 
that personnel history information rarely involves impli¢ ; for na na 
security and s ordinari \ repia eapvle 

B. Installation of an abstract procedure as part « 
reccivina control on certain documents, as re nn ded in4 I, should pre 
a basis of identifying missing materials and pointing to the source for purpt 


of replaceability 





ATE DEPARTMI 


Il, COLLATERAL RECOM MI 
h may re 


A su y of s type naturally points to associated conditions wh 7 3 
quire further ana as a basis for making improvements. In order to avoid 
Dell detracked, howeve and to sta within the terms of reference of the 
survey, any observations for further study were merely noted Some of the 

tters which may be explored further are: 

\. Many of the problems of maintaining document security with respect to 
| onnel es pply t ll other categories of files withit the Depa ment nd 
hence there might be a need for surveying the systems of filing and granting ¢ 
access to operating information pertaining to foreign affairs operatior 

B. An examination should be made of the adequacy of systems of maintainit 

personnel d iment security in the Foreign Service missions in Germany 

A! I where dit t hiring o American perso nel is done nd it m Ons, 

rene wherever local personnel are hired Che adequacy of personnel history 

! erial for employment consideration should also be reviewed 

{ \n examinat 1 sl ad be ade of the unsuccessful applicant files of tt 
B f Examiners ft he Foreign Service to determine whether files antedat 
ng a given period might not be scheduled for retirement or other disposition 
DD. Fy present systen of personnel reporting, performance evaluation, pro 
motion, as nment, and selection out should be resurveyed with a view to point 
ng toward means of obtaining the greatest objectivity in personnel reporting and 
valu n, especially as they constitute a basis for making personnel determina- 
yn Che efforts of the Office of Personne n this regard sould be encoura ! 
ind inte ified, 





